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2.3.S Executive Summary

This subchapter ef-the-ElR-analyzes the project’s impacts to roads, intersections, and
Caltrans’ facilities (freeway segments and intersections)_and is based on the Traffic
Impact Study (TIS) prepared by Chen Ryan Associates (2014). The complete TIS is
included in this EIR as Appendix E.

As is often the case with traffic analysis, this subchapter is complex, and presents a lot
of information which could be difficult for a lay reader to understand. Thise Executive
Summary provides an overview of the results of the analysis assuming-full-build-out-of
the-proposed-project—This-summary-provides-by presenting a breakdown of the project’s

significant direct and cumulative traffic impacts, and whether the impacts would be
mitigated to less than significant or remain significant and unavoidable-by-direct-and
cumulative—conditions. While the analysis presented in the body of the sectionbelow
identifies each impact by number, the summary that follows immediately below simply

Ilsts the |mpact Iocatlon by name. Eaeh—mnpaet—ls—alee—assgneel—a—mmgatlen—measute

mpaeB—aFe—deseﬂbed—bete\N—'Faleleé-i—ln add|t|on to the summary prowded here

Table -S-1 in the Executive Summary section of the EIR also provides a summary of
project impacts, mitigation, and whether impacts are reduced to less than significant
through mitigation measures or whether impacts would remain unavoidable.

2.3.S.1 Significant Direct Impacts

The project would have significant direct impacts to each of the road segments listed
below. The road improvement mitigation for each impact is also listed, as well as the
conclusion as to whether the impact would be mitigated.

e+—Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and 1-15 SB:_Impact would be
mitigated by the installation of a dedicated right-turn lane at the westbound Gopher
Canvon Road approach o the East Vista Wav/Gopher Canvon Road intersection

e West Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street: Impact would be
mitigated through improvement of the road segment to Mobility Element Road
Classification 2.2C, subject to exceptions as approved by the County. Impacts
would be reduced to less than significant.

e E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street. Impact would
be mitigated by the installation of a dedicated right-turn lane at the northbound East
Vista Way approach to the East Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road intersection.
Impact would be mitigated to below a level of significance.

o E. Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon Road: Impact would be
mitigated by the installation of dedicated right-turn lanes at the westbound Gopher
Canyon Road approach and northbound East Vista Way approach to the East Vista
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Way/Gopher Canyon Road intersection. Impact would be mitigated to below a level

of significance. No feasible mitigation. tmpact would remain significant and
vhaveidable:

The project also would have a significant direct impact to each of the intersections listed
below. The road improvement mitigation for each impact is also listed, as well as the
conclusion as to whether the impact would be mitigated.

e E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon intersection: Impact would be mitigated by the
installation of a dedicated right-turn lane at the westbound Gopher Canyon Road
approach to the East Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road intersection. Impact would
be mitigated to below a level of significance.

»—|-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road intersection: This impact could be mitigated
by signalizing the intersection; however, the -impact would be-remain significant
and unavoidable because the improvement necessary to reduce the significant
impact is the responsibility of another jurisdiction (Caltrans)-

e |-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road intersection: This impact could be mitigated
by signalizing the intersection; however, the impact would remain significant and
unavoidable because the improvement necessary to reduce the significant impact is
the responsibility of another jurisdiction (Caltrans).

¢ Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road: Impact would be mitigated through installation
of a traffic signals_and the construction of a left-turn lane at the westbound West
Lilac Road approach. Impact would be reduced to less than significant.

e Old Highway 395/Circle R Drive: Impact would be mitigated through installation of a
traffic signals. Impact would be reduced to less than significant.

2.3.5.2 Significant Cumulative Impacts

The project would have a significant cumulative impact to each of the road segments
listed below. The mitigation for each impact is also listed, as well as the conclusion as to
whether the impact would be mitigated.

e  West Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street. Impact would be
mitigated by (a) improvement of this road segment to Mobility Element Road
Classification 2.2C and (b) constructing a traffic signal and a westbound left-turn
lane at the Old Highway 395/ West Lilac Road intersection.

e Camino Del Rey between Old River Road and West Lilac Road: Impact would be
mitigated through payment to the County Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) HF
Program. Impact would be reduced to less than significant.

e Gopher Canyon Road between E. Vista Way and -15-SB-RampsLittle Gopher
Canyon Road: While constructing this segment to Mobility Element 4.1B
classification would mitigate the impact, such mitigation would not be proportional to
the project impact, and is, therefore, infeasible. As such, the impact would remain

significant and unavoidable.
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e Gopher Canyon Road between Little Gopher Canyon Road and 1-15 SB Ramps:
Impact would be mitigated through payment to the TIF Program. Impact would be
reduced to less than significant.

e E. Vista Way between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon Road: Impact would be mitigated
through payment to the TIF Program. Impact would be reduced to less than
significant.

o E. Vista Way between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street: Impact would be
mitigated through payment to the TIF Program. Impact would be reduced to less
than significant.

o Pankey Road between Pala Mesa Drive and SR-76: While the applicant or
designee constructing this segment to Mobility Element 4.2B classification would
mitigate the impact, such mitigation would not be proportional to the project impact,

and is, therefore |nfeaS|bIe meaet—weuld—be—mmrgaféed—by—(a)-pawnem—te—thelm

prepemenal—te—prejeet—mpaets—and—As such the |mpact would remain S|gn|f|cant

and unavoidable.

e Lilac Road between Old Castle Road and Anthony Road: Impact would be
mltlgated by (a)—paymem—te—themﬂlmg%n—a#e#tkmgram—has—been

eonstryctc onstructlng |nterm|ttent Ieft-turn Ianes at major access Iocat|ons anng
Lilac Road, between Old Castle Road and Anthony Road. Impact would be
reduced to less than significant.

e Cole Grade Road, between Fruitvale Road and Valley Center Road: Impact would
be mitigated through payment to the TIF Program. Impact would be reduced to less
than significant.

The project would_also have a significant cumulative impact to each of the intersections
listed below. The mitigation for each impact is also listed, as well as the conclusion as to
whether the impact would be mitigated.

e E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road: Impact would be mitigated through payment to
the County TIF Program. Impact would be reduced to less than significant.

e SR-76/Pankey Road: Because improvements necessary to reduce significant
cumulative impacts are the responsibility of another jurisdiction (Caltrans), and no
program is available to which the applicant could make a fair-share contribution, no
feasible mitigation measures are avallable Impact would remain_significant and
unavoidable.lmpa A
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SR-76/0ld Highway 395: Because improvements necessary to reduce significant
cumulative impacts are the responsibility of another jurisdiction (Caltrans), and no
program is available to which the applicant could make a fair share contribution, no
feasible mitigation measures are available. Impact would remain significant and
unavoidable.

e Old nghway 395/E Dulin Road: Impact would be m|t|gated by (a)—payment—te%he

Qb)constructrng er—agreerng—te—eenstruet—a traffrc srgnals Impact would be reduced
to less than significant.

Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road: Impact would be mitigated through payment to
the TIF Program. Impact would be reduced to less than significant.

I-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road: Impact would be mitigated through payment
to the TIF Program. Impact would be reduced to less than significant.

I-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road: Impact would be mitigated through payment
to the TIF Program. Impact would be reduced to less than significant.

Old Highway 395/Circle R Drive: Impact would be mitigated by constructing a traffic
signal. Impact would be reduced to less than significant.

I-15 SB Ramps/Old Highway 395: Impact would be mitigated through payment to

the TIF Program. Impact would be reduced to less than significant.Because

I-15 NSB Ramps/Old Highway 395: Impact would be mitigated through payment to
the TIF Program. Impact Would be reduced to less than smnrﬂcantBeeause

(b)—constructrng er—agreemgrtecenstruetea traffrc srgnals Impact would be reduced
to less than significant.

The project would_also have a significant cumulative impact to each of the segments of

the I-15 listed below. Fhe-mitigationforeach—impactis—alsolisted—as—well-as—the
conclusion-asto-whetherthe impactwould-be mitigated-

Between Riverside County Boundary and Old Highway 395.
Between Old Highway 395 and SR-76.

Between SR-76 and Old Highway.

Between Old Highway 395 and Gopher Canyon Road.
Between Gopher Canyon Road and Deer Springs Road.
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e Between Deer Springs Road and Centre City Parkway.
e Between Centre City Parkway and EI Norte Parkway.
e Between El Norte Parkway and SR-78.

For each of these I-15 segments, improvements necessary to reduce significant
cumulative impacts are the responsibility of another jurisdiction (Caltrans), and Caltrans
has no present plans to construct the necessary improvements, nor is there a feene
program is—available into which the applicant could make a fair share contribution;
therefore, no feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce the significant
cumulative impacts at these three—intersectionseight segments. The impacts would
remain significant and unavoidable.

Traffic Analysis

The following discussion is based on the Traffic Impact Study (TIS) (Chen Ryan
Associates 20143) to evaluate possible traffic impacts for the project. The complete
traffic study is included in this EIR as Appendix E.

This subchapter includes analysis of the following rire-seven scenarios to assessfer the
project’'s immediate, near-term, and long-term impacts.

e Existing Conditions — establishes the baseline traffic operations within the study
area.

o Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario A) — represents the existing transportation
network and the addition of traffic from Phase 1 of the proposed project.

e Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario B) — represents the existing transportation
network and the addition of traffic from Phases 1 and 4 of the proposed project.

o Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario C) — represents the existing transportation
network and the addition of traffic from Phases 1, 4, and 2 of the proposed project.

e Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario D) — represents the existing transportation
network and the addition of traffic from Phases 1, 4, 2, and 5 of the proposed
project.

o Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario E, Project Build-out) — represents the existing
transportation network and the addition of traffic from build-out of all phases of the
proposed project.

e Existing Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project - represents cumulative traffic
conditions, including existing baseline traffic, traffic from foreseeable land
development projects, and traffic from build-out of the proposed project.
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This subchapter also provides a discussion of the correlation between the General Plan
Land Use Element and Mobility Element at build-out of the Land Use Element as amended
by the proposed project and build-out under the existing General Plan Land Use
Element/Mobility Element. SANDAG recently acquired the 902-acre Rancho Lilac property
through its Environmental Mitigation Program (EMP) and recorded ef-a conservation
easement over the entire property. It is anticipated_by the project applicant that this
acquisition cwould prevent implementation of the County’s planned Road 3 in its current
alignment. Therefore, this correlation discussion identifies-addresses two scenarios, one
without the construction of Road 3 and one with the construction of Road 3.

Build-out of the project includes road improvements subject to the 10 road exceptions to the
County Road Standards as detailed in Chapter 1.0. The road exceptions do not affect road
capacity; therefore, the traffic analysis would not be affected should any road exception
requests be denied. A detailed analysis of the effects of the road exceptions on other
environmental impact categories is provided in the No Road Standard Modifications
Alternative in subchapter 4.8.

2.3.1 Existing Conditions
2.3.1.1 Existing Regulations

Several existing regulations provide transportation and traffic guidance, including
federal, regional, and County programs and regulations. Applicable regulations are
discussed below and include the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP), State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), Regional
Transportation Improvement Program, CMP, Regional Growth Management Strategy,
Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, and the County General Plan
Mobility Element.

Federal
2000 Highway Capacity Manual

Prepared by the Transportation Research Board, the 2000 HCM is a joint effort between
the Transportation Research Board, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials to provide concepts,
guidelines, and computational procedures for calculating capacity and quality of service
for highway facilities, including freeways, intersections (signalized and unsignalized),
and rural highways. In addition, the 2000 HCM addresses the effects of transit,
pedestrians, and bicycles on transportation system performance.

Regional

Regional Transportation Plan

SANDAG’s 2050 RTP serves as the regional transportation planning document for the
San Diego region. It is a long-range advisory plan for transit, rail, and bus services,
express or managed lanes, highways, local streets, bicycling, and walking. The RTP
focuses on a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) consistent with SB 375, which
seeks to promote social equality in developing the transportation system, projections ofa
reasonably available financial resources, and offering more travel choices.
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State Transportation Improvement Program

The California STIP, approved by the U.S. Department of Transportation in October
2006, is a multi-year, statewide, intermodal program of transportation projects that is
consistent with the statewide transportation plan and planning processes, metropolitan
plans, and Title 23 of the Code of Federal Regulations. The STIP is prepared by
Caltrans in cooperation with the Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) and the
regional transportation planning agencies. In San Diego County, the MPO and regional
transportation planning agency is SANDAG. The STIP contains all capital and non-
capital transportation projects or identified phases of transportation projects for funding
under the Federal Transit Act and Title 23 of the U.S. Code, including federally funded
projects.

Regional Transportation Improvement Program

The Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) is also a multi-year program
that includes all proposed major highway, arterial, transit, and non-motorized projects in
the region. The 2008 RTIP was adopted in July 2008, for Fiscal Years 2008 to 2013.

Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies

Caltrans’ Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies outlines recommended
traffic study content. Thresholds are not identified in this guide; Caltrans staff typically
considers freeway operations at or above LOS D to be acceptable. A significant freeway
impact is typically identified if a project traffic causes the operations to drop one letter
grade in the unacceptable LOS range (i.e., from LOS E to LOS F).

County

General Plan Mobility Element

The General Plan Mobility Element “provides a framework for a balanced, multi-modal
transportation system for the movement of people and goods within the unincorporated
areas of the County of San Diego.” While the Mobility Element is focused on adequate
transportation, guidance is provided to maintain community character, and to reduce
VMT, gasoline consumption and greenhouse gas emissions as well.

Public and Private Road Standards

The County has road standards for both public and private roadways. These standards
provide minimum design and construction requirements for roadways. The Mobility
Element includes LOS standards for Mobility Element roads, which are based upon
typical peak traffic periods. Non-Mobility Element roads are not evaluated by LOS
standards, but by target design capacities. Mobility Element roads are constructed
based on the Public Road Standards. Private roads are constructed based on the
Private Road Standards, which are not based on LOS criteria, but are based on average
daily trips (ADT).
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Transportation Impact Fee Program and Ordinance

The County adopted the TIF Ordinance that establishes the TIF program. The primary
purpose of the TIF is to fund the construction of identified roadway facilities needed to
reduce or mitigate projected cumulative traffic impacts and to allocate the costs of these
roadway facilities proportionally among future developing properties based upon their
individual cumulative traffic impacts (County Guidelines for Determining
Significance-Traffic). TIF fees provide for improvements to cumulatively impacted
County or other identified roadway facilities (state highway and ramps). The TIF is
collected as a condition of approval or prior to the issuance of a building permit. The
program provides a mechanism for contributions towards improvements to mitigate
cumulative impacts identified within each TIF Local Area and TIF Region. The TIF is
designed to be regularly-updated te-when there is an adopted change to the General

Plan Iand uses and/or Moblllty EIement—meet—the—ehangmg—needs—ef—the—Geenty—lt—ls

petenttal—eumulathﬁ—mnpaets—as—tdentmed—m—the—'llls As stated in the TIF program

“[tlhere is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the cost of
transportation facilities, or portions thereof, attributable to future development because
the TIF is derived from a TDU formula that considers trip generation rates and vehicle
miles traveled by land use type to correlate impact to specific development types”
(Section 77.203[5]).

2.3.1.2 Existing Roadway Characteristics for Study Area

The study area for the TIS, as shown in Figure 2.3-1, was delineated based on the area
where the project would add 50 or more peak hour trips in either direction to a local
roadway, and where the project would add trips that result in freeway ramp queues
exceeding the ramp storage capacity. A summary of the existing roadways is provided
below.

I-15 is a grade separated freeway and ranges from 8 to 10 lanes within the study area.
The travel lanes are generally 12 feet wide and the shoulders are generally 10 to 12 feet
wide. Two interchanges (at Old Highway 395 and at Gopher Canyon Road) are located
within the study area providing regional access for the proposed project. The posted
speed limit is 70 miles per hour (mph) along I-15 in the vicinity of the project.

SR-76 within the study area is a four-lane divided highway between E. Vista Way and
Olive Hill Road; a six-lane divided highway between Olive Hill Road and S. Mission
Road; transitioned to a 2-lane undivided highway between S. Mission Road and Old
Highway 395; and 6 lanes between Old Highway 395 and just east of 1-15. It is noted
that SR 76 between S. |\/|ISSIOn Road and OId Highway 395 is B—a—Me-lane—undeed

to be widened to four lanes by 2015. Class Il bike lanes are planned along SR- 76 within
the study area.

Dulin Road east of Old Highway 395 is currently a two-lane undivided roadway with a
posted speed limit of 25 mph. On-street parking is provided along both sides of the
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street in the residential area. The facility is classified as a Community Collector (2.1E) in
the County General Plan Mobility Element.

West Lilac Road between Camino Del Rey and Old Highway 395, is generally a two-lane
undivided roadway and is classified as a Light Collector (2.2E) with Class Il bike lanes in
the County General Plan Mobility Element. The segment from Old Highway 395 to Lilac
Road is also a two-lane undivided roadway. West Lilac Road between Old Highway 395
and Covey Lane is classified as a Light Collector with intermittent turn lanes (2.2C) in the
County General Plan Mobility Element, while the segment between Covey Lane and
Lilac Road is classified as a Light Collector with reduced shoulder (2.2F). A posted
speed limit was not observed along this road.

Camino Del Cielo is a two-lane roadway with a wide median or a two-way left-turn lane
between Camino Del Rey and Via Casitas and a two-lane undivided roadway between
Via Casitas and West Lilac Road. This road has a posted speed limit of 40 mph and is
classified as a Light Collector (2.2E) in the County General Plan Mobility Element.

Camino Del Rey is generally a two-lane undivided roadway between SR-76 and Old
Highway 395 with the exception of the segment (approximately 2,400 feet) east of West
Lilac Road, which has either a striped median or a two-way left-turn lane. The posted
speed limit along this road is 45 to 50 mph. Camino Del Rey is classified in the County
General Plan Mobility Element as a Boulevard with intermittent turn lanes (4.2B)
between SR-76 and Camino Del Cielo, and a Light Collector (2.2C) between Camino Del
Cielo and Old Highway 395. Class Il bikes lanes are planned along this road, between
Old River Road and Old Highway 395.

Covey Lane is currently a two-lane undivided private road for its entirety. A speed limit
is not posted along this facility. However, a recent travel speed survey (as shown in
Appendix E of the TIS) conducted by NDS indicates that the 85" percentile travel
speeds along Covey Lane are approximately 30—35 mph. It is proposed that this facility,
approximately 600 feet west of West Lilac Road to the Lilac Hills Ranch project
boundary, be designated as a public road due to the existing irrevocable offer for
dedication (IOD) for road improvements in this area. Covey Lane would provide an
unrestricted access to the project north of Covey Lane and a restricted access to the
senior community.

Rodriguez Road is currently an unclassified, 40-foot-wide easement that is currently
40 feet in width. It would be paved 24 feet and would provide emergency access to the
project site.

Gopher Canyon Road is a two-lane undivided roadway between E. Vista Way and 1-15
southbound ramps and a four-lane roadway with a striped median between 1-15
southbound ramps and Old Highway 395. This road has a posted speed limit of 50 mph
and is classified as a Major Road with intermittent turn lanes (4.1B) and Class Il bike
routes in the County General Plan Mobility Element.

Circle R Drive is a two-lane undivided roadway between Old Highway 395 and West
Lilac Road and is classified as a Light Collector (2.2E). A posted speed limit was not
observed along this road.
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Old Castle Road between Old Highway 395 and Lilac Road is a two-lane undivided
roadway with a posted speed limit that varies from 45 mph to 55 mph. This road is
classified as a Light Collector with improvement options (2.2D) in the County General
Plan Mobility Element, and includes a Class Il bike route.

E. Vista Way between SR-76 and Osborne Street is generally a two-lane roadway with a
two-way left-turn lane and a posted speed limit of 50 mph. This road is classified as a
Major Road with raised median (4.1A) and Class Il bike lanes in the County General
Plan Mobility Element.

Old River Road between SR-76 and Camino Del Rey is generally a two-lane undivided
roadway with the exception of the segment southwest of Golf Club Drive (approximately
1,800 feet), which has a wide raised median and on-street parking along both sides.
The posted speed limit in this area is 25 mph. Old River Road is classified as a Light
Collector with intermittent turn lanes (2.2C) in the County General Plan Mobility Element.

Old Highway 395 between Pala Mesa Drive and Old Castle Road is generally a two-lane
roadway with passing option and turn pocket/striped median at Pala Mesa Drive, Dulin
Road (west), West Lilac Road, I-15 southbound and northbound ramps, Palos Verdes
Drive, Camino Del Rey, the recreational vehicle (RV) campgrounds entrance/exit, Circle
R Drive, Gopher Canyon Road, and Old Castle Road. Class Il bike lanes are marked on
both sides of this facility within the study area. A posted speed limit was not observed
along this segment. Old Highway 395 is classified as a Boulevard with intermittent turn
lanes (4.2B) between Pala Mesa Drive and SR-76, a Community Collector with
improvement options (2.1D) between SR-76 and West Lilac Road, a Boulevard with
intermittent turn lanes (4.2B) between West Lilac Road and I-15 northbound ramps, and
a Major Road with intermittent turn lanes (4.1B) between I-15 northbound ramps and Old
Castle Road in the County General Plan Mobility Element.

Champagne Boulevard between Old Castle Road and Lawrence Welk Drive is a two-
lane roadway with passing options and turn lanes. The posted speed limit is 55 mph.
Class Il bike lanes are marked on both sides of this facility. Champagne Boulevard is
classified as a Major Road with intermittent turn lanes (4.1B) within the study area in the
County General Plan Mobility Element.

Mountain Ridge Road north of Circle R Drive is a two-lane undivided private road (not a
Mobility Element road). A posted speed limit was not observed along this segment.
This road would connect to Lilac Hills Ranch Road and would provide access to the
southern portion of the project for residents and guests of Phase 5 and for emergency
vehicles.

Lilac Road is generally a two-lane roadway with turn lanes at Lilac School driveway, Old
Castle Road, Anthony Road, Betsworth Road, and Valley Center Road. The posted
speed limit is 55 mph just west of Valley Center Road. Lilac Road is classified as a Light
Collector (2.2E) between Couser Canyon Road and Old Castle Road, a Community
Collector with intermittent turn lanes (2.1C) between Old Castle Road and Anthony
Road, and a Boulevard with intermittent turn lanes (4.2B) between Anthony Road and
Valley Center Road in the County General Plan Mobility Element. Class Ill bike routes
are also planned between Old Castle Road and Valley Center Road.
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Valley Center Road between Woods Valley Road and Cole Grade Road is a four-lane
roadway with a raised median or a two-way left-turn lane, Class Il bike lanes, and a
posted speed of 45 mph. East of Cole Grade Road, Valley Center Road is a two-lane
undivided roadway. Valley Center Road is classified as a Boulevard with raised median
(4.2A) between Woods Valley Road and Lilac Road and between Miller Road and
Vesper Road and a Major Road with raised median (4.1A) between Lilac Road and
Miller Road in the County General Plan Mobility Element.

Miller Road north of Valley Center Road is a two-lane undivided roadway and is
classified as a Minor Collector with intermittent turn lanes (2.3B) and Class Ill bike routes
in the County General Plan Mobility Update. A posted speed limit was not observed
along this segment.

Cole Grade Road between Fruitvale Road and Valley Center Road is generally a two-
lane roadway with a two-way left-turn lane, Class Il bike lanes and a posted speed limit
of 45 mph. A 25 mph school zone is located just north of Valley Center Road. This
facility is classified as a Boulevard with raised median (4.2A) in the County General Plan
Mobility Element.

The following 31 key study area intersections, including 23 under the County of San
Diego’s jurisdiction and 8 under Caltrans jurisdiction, were analyzed in the study area:

1) E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road

2) SR-76/0ld River Road/E. Vista Way (Caltrans)

3) SR-76/Olive Hill Road/Camino Del Rey (Caltrans)
4)  Old River Road/Camino Del Rey

5)  West Lilac Road/Camino Del Rey

6) Old Highway 395/SR-76 (Caltrans)

7) Pankey Road/SR-76 (Caltrans)

8) Old Highway 395/E. Dulin Road

9) Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road

10) [-15 Southbound Ramps/Old Highway 395 (Caltrans)
11) [-15 Northbound Ramps/Old Highway 395 (Caltrans)
12) Old Highway 395/Camino Del Rey

13) Old Highway 395/Circle R Drive

14) 1-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans)
15) 1-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans)
16) Old Highway 395/Gopher Canyon Road

17) Old Highway 395/0ld Castle Road

18) West Lilac Road/Covey Lane

19) Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive

20) West Lilac Road/Circle R Drive

21) Lilac Road/West Lilac Road

22) Lilac Road/Old Castle Road

23) Valley Center Rd/Lilac Road

24) Miller Road/Valley Center Road

25) Cole Grade Road/Valley Center Road

26) Street ‘O’/West Lilac Road/Main Street

27) Main Street/Street ‘C’

28) Lilac Hills Ranch Road/Main Street North

29) Lilac Hills Ranch Road/Main Street South
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30) Street ‘Z'/Main Street
31) West Lilac Road/Street ‘F’/Main Street

Intersections 26 through 31 include new streets internal to the project and are therefore
included in the “plus Project” assessments only.

An additional seven-mile radius sphere of influence that covers the entire project study
area plus County roads and intersections that would receive 25 peak hour project trips
(2-way peak hour total) is included in the cumulative study area. This is in conformance
with the County of San Diego Traffic Impact Study Guidelines. In coordination with
County staff, 171 cumulative projects were included for the cumulative impact
assessment. In addition, potential regional growth was taken into account based upon
the SANDAG's Series 12 regional model.

2.3.1.3 Existing Levels of Service (LOS)

LOS is a gquantitative performance measure (speed, travel time, and comfort) that
represents quality of service. Quality of service describes how well a transportation
facility or service operates from a traveler's perspective. A vehicle LOS definition
generally describes these conditions in terms of such factors as speed, travel time,
freedom to maneuver, comfort, convenience, and safety. LOS A represents the best
operating conditions from a driver’'s perspective (primarily free-flow operation), while
LOS F represents the worst case where traffic flow is at extremely low speed.

The volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio is a measure of traffic demand on a facility
(expressed as volume; V) compared to its traffic-carrying capacity (C). In evaluating the
performance of a roadway segment under the existing conditions, V/C is considered
together with LOS. It also is noted that because some of the roadways within the study
area are not fully built to County public road standards, the analysis presented in this
section conservatively reduced the LOS D capacity threshold for certain existing roads
that do not meet such standards, although the County’s quidelines do not require such
reduction. Several factors were considered in determining the appropriate_ amount of
capacity reduction, including the number of travel lanes, shoulder width, and curve radii,
and it was determined that the threshold would be reduced by 10 percent due to: (1) the
limited portion of the roadways where shoulders are reduced and the minimal effect of
shoulder width on roadway capacity, and (2) the limited roadway length where speeds
are reduced due to substandard minimum curve radii. It is also noted that while reduced
shoulders are located along certain roadways like Lilac Road, between Old Castle Road
and Anthony Road, a capacity reduction was determined not to be warranted for such
segments since adequate passing opportunities were available and the shoulder
reduction did not affect capacity. Refer to Appendix E for additional details.

Traffic volumes on study area segments and intersections during AM and PM peak
hours are based on daily roadway traffic counts and peak period manual traffic counts at
intersections.

The existing roadway conditions are shown in Figure 2.3-2. The existing ADT volumes

are shown on Figure 2.3-3. The intersection configuration and peak hour traffic volumes
under the existing conditions are shown in Figures 2.3-4a and 2.3-4b.
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Roadway Segments

As shown in Table 2.3-1, under existing conditions, all study roadways operate at LOS D
or better with the exception of the following three segments:

e Gopher Canyon Road between E. Vista Way and I-15 SB Ramps (LOS FE);
e E. Vista Way between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon Road (LOS E); and
o E. Vista Way between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street (LOS F).

Intersections

As shown in Table 2.3-2, under existing conditions, all study area intersections operate
at LOS D or better with the exception of the following feurthree intersections:

e E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road (LOS F — AM and PM peak hours);

e |-15 Southbound Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) (LOS F - AM and PM
peak hours); and

e |-15 Northbound Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) (LOS F - PM peak
hour).

Two-Lane Highway

As shown in Table 2.3-3, all of the study area segments along Old Highway 395 are
currently operating at acceptable LOS D or better.

TABLE 2.3-3
TWO-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING CONDITIONS

Average

LOS Traffic Daily Level of

Two-Lane Threshold Count Traffic Service

Highway From To (LOS D) Date (ADT) (LOS)
Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 16,200 Mar-12 4,770 D or better
SR-76 E. Dulin Road 16,200 Mar-11 4,720 D or better
E. Dulin Road West Lilac Road 16,200 Mar-11 4,340 D or better
West Lilac Road | I-15 SB Ramps 16,200 Mar-11 4,450 D or better
old I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 16,200 Mar-11 3,600 D or better
Highway 395 I-15 NB Ramps Camino Del Rey 16,200 Mar-11 2,430 D or better
Camino Del Rey Circle R Drive 16,200 Mar-11 5,820 D or better
Circle R Drive Sggger Canyon 16,200 Mar-11 | 10,710 | D or better
Sggger Canyon | 5,4 castle Road 16,200 Mar-11 8,660 D or better

SOURCE: Appendix EChenRyan-Asseciates2013.
ADT = average daily traffic

LOS = level of service

2.3-13



Subchapter 2.3 Transportation/Traffic

Freeway Segments

As shown in Table 2.3-4, all study area segments along I-15 currently operate at
acceptable LOS D or better under the existing conditions.

It is noted that while SR-76 is near the project, the project would not add more than
50 peak hour trips in either direction to the SR-76 and, therefore was not included in the
traffic analysis.

Freeway Ramp Intersection Capacity

The TIS provides an analysis of freeway ramp capacity in the existing and all Traffic
Scenario conditions, including project build-out. This analysis is provided pursuant to
Caltrans’ requirements; all signalized intersections at freeway ramps were analyzed
using Intersecting Lane Volume (ILV) procedures as described in Topic 406 of the
Caltrans Highway Design Manual (HDM) (2012). As the freeway ramp intersection
capacity analysis is not utilized for determining significant impacts under CEQA (County
of San Diego 2011b), it is not included in this CEQA analysis. Details of the ILV analysis
are discussed throughout the TIS pursuant to Caltrans requirements.

2.3.1.4 Existing Parking, Transit, and On-site Circulation

The project site generally consists primarily of agricultural uses. Based upon field
reviews, parking and on-site circulation are adequately provided. Transit services are
not currently provided on or within a ¥ mile of the project site.

2.3.2 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination of Significance
The project would result in a significant impact if it would:

1. Circulation System Operations: Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or
policy relating to the performance of the circulation system.

2. Congestion Management: Conflict with an applicable congestion management
program.

3. Hazards: Substantially increase a hazard due to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).

4. Conflicts with Public Transit Plans: Conflict with an adopted policy, plan, or
program regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities.

The State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, XV Transportation/Traffic lists two other
transportation/traffic-related questions (¢ and e), which are not addressed in this
subchapter. In accordance with the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance —
Transportation and Traffic (San Diego County 2011b), emergency access is discussed in
subchapter 2.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and air traffic patterns are discussed
in subchapter 3.2.
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2.3.2.1 Issue 1: Circulation System Operations and Congestion Management

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The basis for the determination of significance is the County of San Diego Guidelines for
Determining Significance — Transportation and Traffic (San Diego County 2011b). All of
the guidelines are derived from accepted state and local standards for significant
impacts based on levels of service. A significant direct or cumulative impact would occur
if project traffic exceeds any of the following thresholds:

Roadway Segments

Traffic volume increases from public or private projects that result in one or more of the
following criteria will have a significant traffic volume or LOS traffic impact on a road
segment, unless specific facts show that there are circumstances that mitigate or avoid
such impacts:

e The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the proposed project will
significantly increase congestion on a Mobility Element Road or State Highway
currently operating at LOS E or LOS F as identified in Table 2.3-5, or will cause a
Mobility Element Road or State Highway to operate at LOS E or LOS F as a result
of the proposed project, or

e The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the proposed project will cause a
residential street to exceed its design capacity.

TABLE 2.3-5
MEASURES OF SIGNIFICANT PROJECT IMPACTS TO CONGESTION ON ROAD
SEGMENTS: ALLOWABLE INCREASES ON CONGESTED ROAD SEGMENTS

Level of Service

Two-Lane Road

Four-Lane Road

Six-Lane Road

LOS E

200 ADT

400 ADT

600 ADT

LOS F

100 ADT

200 ADT

300 ADT

SOURCE: San Diego County 2011b.
Two-Lane Highways with Signalized Intersection Spacing Over One Mile

Traffic volume increases from public or private projects that result in one or more of the
following criteria will have a significant traffic volume or level of service traffic impact on
a two-lane highway facility with signalized intersection spacing greater than one mile:

e The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the proposed project will
significantly increase congestion on a two-lane highway segment currently
operating at LOS E or LOS F, as identified in Table 2.3-6, or will cause a two-lane
highway segment to operate at LOS E or LOS F as a result of the proposed project.
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TABLE 2.3-6
MEASURES OF SIGNIFICANT PROJECT IMPACTS TO CONGESTION:
ALLOWABLE INCREASES ON TWO-LANE HIGHWAYS
WITH SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SPACING OVER ONE MILE

Level of Service LOS Criteria Impact Significance Level
LOS E > 16,200 ADT > 325 ADT
LOS F > 22,900 ADT > 225 ADT

SOURCE: San Diego County 2011b.

NOTE: Where detailed data are available, the Director of Public Works may also accept a detailed level of
service analysis based upon the two-lane highway analysis procedures provided in the Chapter 20
Highway Capacity Manual.

Two-Lane Highways with Signalized Intersection Spacing Under One Mile

Traffic volume increases from public or private projects that result in one or more of the
following criteria will have a significant traffic volume or level of service traffic impact on
a two-lane highway facility with signalized intersection spacing less than one mile:

e The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the proposed project will
significantly increase congestion on a two-lane highway segment currently
operating at LOS E or LOS F, as identified in Table 2.3-7, or will cause a two-
lane highway segment to operate at LOS E or LOS F as a result of the proposed
project.

TABLE 2.3-7
MEASURES OF SIGNIFICANT PROJECT IMPACTS TO CONGESTION:
ALLOWABLE INCREASES ON TWO-LANE HIGHWAYS
WITH SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SPACING UNDER ONE MILE

Level of Service LOS Criteria
LOSE Intersection delay of 2 seconds
LOS F Intersection delay of 1 second, or 5 peak hour trips on a critical movement
SOURCE: San Diego County 2011b.
NOTES:

1. A critical movement is one that is experiencing excessive queues.

2. By adding proposed project trips to all other trips from a list of projects, this same table is used to
determine if total cumulative impacts are significant. If cumulative impacts are found to be significant,
each project that contributes any trips must mitigate its share of the cumulative impacts.

3. The County may also determine impacts have occurred on roads even when a project’s traffic or
cumulative impacts do not trigger an unacceptable level of service, when such traffic uses a significant
amount of remaining road capacity.

Signalized Intersections

Traffic volume increases from public or private projects that result in one or more of the
following criteria will have a significant traffic volume or level of service traffic impact on
a signalized intersection:

e The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the project will significantly
increase congestion on a signalized intersection currently operating at LOS E or
LOS F as identified in Table 2.3-8, or will cause a signalized intersection to operate
at LOSE or LOS F.
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TABLE 2.3-8
MEASURES OF SIGNIFICANT PROJECT IMPACTS TO CONGESTION ON INTERSECTIONS:
ALLOWABLE INCREASES ON CONGESTED INTERSECTIONS

Level of Service Signalized Unsignalized
LOS E Delay of 2 seconds 20 peak hour trips on a critical
movement
LOS E D_elay of 1 s'e.cond, or 5 peak hour 5 peak hour trips on a critical
trips on a critical movement movement
SOURCE: San Diego County 2011b.
NOTES:

1. A critical movement is one that is experiencing excessive queues.

2. By adding project trips to all other trips from a list of projects, this same table is used to determine if
total cumulative impacts are significant. If cumulative impacts are found to be significant, each project
that contributes any trips must mitigate its share of the cumulative impacts.

3. The County may also determine impacts have occurred on roads even when a project’s traffic or
cumulative impacts do not trigger an unacceptable level of service, when such traffic uses a significant
amount of remaining road capacity.

Unsignalized Intersections

Traffic volume increases from public or private projects that result in one or more of the
following criteria will have a significant traffic volume or level of service traffic impact on
a road segment:

e The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the proposed project will add
20 or more peak hour trips to a critical movement of an unsignalized intersection,
and cause an unsignalized intersection to operate below LOS D, or

e The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the proposed project will add
20 or more peak hour trips to a critical movement of an unsignalized intersection
currently operating at LOS E, or

e The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the proposed project will add
5 or more peak hour trips to a critical movement of an unsignalized intersection,
and cause the unsignalized intersection to operate at LOS F, or

e The additional or redistributed ADT generated by the proposed project will add
5 or more peak hour trips to a critical movement of an unsignalized intersection
currently operating at LOS F, or

o Based upon an evaluation of existing accident rates, the signal priority list, |
intersection geometrics, proximity of adjacent driveways, sight distance or other
factors, the project would significantly impact the operations of the intersection.

Caltrans Facilities

As shown in Table 2.3-9, the following SANTEC/ITE Guidelines were utilized to
determine traffic impacts to facilities under the jurisdiction of Caltrans.
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TABLE 2.3-9
SANTEC/ITE MEASURE OF SIGNIFICANT PROJECT TRAFFIC IMPACTS
Level of Service
(LOS) with Allowable Change Due to Project
Project
Roadway Signalized .
; ramp lvietering
E & F (or ramp Freeways Segments Intersections Ramp Meterin
meter delays Speed Speed .
above 15 mm) V/_C (mph) V/_C (mph) DL'&L(@ DLHL(M
0.01 1 0.02 1 2 2

SOURCE: San Diego County 2011b.
NOTE: For County arterials which are not identified in SANDAG’s Regional Transportation Plan and County
Management Program as regionally significant arterials, significance may be measured based upon an
increase in ADT (see Table 2.3-5).

Analysis

Construction

Construction traffic would be generated primarily from construction workers, deliveries,
and waste hauling. The TIS estimates a total (truck trips plus construction worker) of
537 daily trips at the peak of construction. Project construction is expected to be phased
over 20 years. As discussed in the Chapter 1.0 and in Table 1-3, the project includes the
creation of a traffic control plan and construction traffic would be subject to the
conditions outlined in that plan. The project is designed to have the overall earthwork
balanced on-site although spoil deposition or borrow permits may be needed for
individual phases; therefore, no off-site import or export of soil is anticipated.

The worst-case scenario would occur during the last project phase when previous
phases would be occupied. Therefore, the phase just prior to build-out plus construction
traffic would be the worst-case scenario and would generate a total of 13,473 daily trips.
It is reasonable to conclude that the worst-case scenario associated with construction
(13,473 ADT) would cause fewer impacts than those associated with build-out of the
project (19,40628 ADT). Therefore, the project would result in a temporary increase in
construction traffic on local area roadways; however, the amount of temporary
construction traffic would be less than the amount of permanent project traffic analyzed
below. Considering construction staging would occur on-site and construction trips would
not be local trips, these trips would likely be distributed from the site to Circle R Road or
West Lilac Road to the I-15. A traffic control plan would be completed to manage
construction traffic and ensure impacts are less than significant.

Project Trip Generation

Trip generation rates for the project were developed based on SANDAG’s Guide to
Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region (April 2002), ITE (Institute
of Transportation Engineers) Trip Generation Manual (8" Edition). Table 2.3-10 (also
see TIS [Appendix E] Table 4.8) lists the daily trip generation rate utilized for each of the
land uses proposed as part of the project. Information specific to several of the land use
trip generation rates is also provided below.
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Specialty Retail

Lilac Hills Ranch will include an 80,000-square-foot mixed-use pedestrian-oriented town
center, including a general store of up to 25,000 square feet in size. The general store
would be located within walking distance of the other uses (i.e., within ¥ mile of the
proposed residences) it is intended to serve. As detailed in the TIS (see Appendix E),
the impact analysis uses the SANDAG "Specialty Retail/Strip Commercial" trip
generation rate of 40 vehicle trips per thousand feet for the proposed general store. As
further explained in the TIS (see Appendix E), a detailed analysis was conducted by the
project traffic_engineer to determine the appropriateness of this rate. The analysis
included a comparative review of the specific uses relied upon by SANDAG in deriving
the trip rate, as well as a validation exercise conducted with SANDAG whereby a higher
substitute trip rate was utilized. The results of the analysis show that the SANDAG
“Specialty Retail/Strip Commercial” trip_generation rate is the most appropriate rate to
use for the proposed project’'s future commercial/retail uses (see TIS, Appendix E,
Section 4.3, for additional information).

Office Space

Other allowable uses within the town center include office space, such as single-tenant
offices and flex-office space. For these uses, the TIS (Appendix E) utilizes the SANDAG
trip_generation rate referred to as “Single-Tenant Office,” which is 14 vehicle trips per
thousand square feet. As further explained in the TIS, the project traffic_engineer
conducted phone interviews with several San Diego region office spaces of the type
proposed as part of the project to determine the average number of vehicle trips
generated by these type uses. Based on that study, such office uses typically generate
13.3 trips per 1,000 square feet. This rate is less than the 14 trips per 1,000 square feet
that is utilized in the TIS and, thus, the impact analysis presented in this section is
conservative (see TIS, Appendix E, Section 4.3, for additional information).

Fire Station

While _emergency response trips are already incorporated into each land use trip
generation rate, this rate does not capture the trips generated by fire station employee
travel. Neither the SANDAG nor ITE trip generation quidance document provides a fire
station employee trip generation rate. Thus, the project traffic engineer surveyed nine
fire stations and determined these fire stations had a trip generation rate of 4.34 to 5.33
trips per employee. To be conservative, the higher 5.33 trips per employee rate was
utilized for this analysis.

The project fire service options include an interim/temporary fire station with up to three
staff persons. Thus, the fire station staff at such facility would generate 16 ADT. As this
use would be built in place of two single-family homes that would have generated 20
ADT, the temporary fire station would not result in any additional vehicle trips beyond
those already included in the analysis.

The project also includes a fire station service option that would provide a permanent
4,500-square-foot fire station, in lieu of 4,500 additional square feet of recreation center
on-site, staffed by three employees. The fire station would generate 16 ADT while the
additional recreation center square-footage would generate 103 ADT. To account for
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the worst-case scenario, the impact analysis assumes the project would include the
additional recreation center square-footage.

See TIS, Appendix E, Section 4.3, for additional fire station trip generation rate
information

Total Trip Generation

Based on the proposed land uses and corresponding trip generation rates, Ftotal trip
generation was calculated for the project (Table 2.3-910). Individual AM and PM peak
hour trip breakdowns for each phase of the project are included in the TIS. As shown in
Table 2.3-10, aA total of 19,40628 daily trips would be generated by the project at build-
out, including 1,663 AM peak hour trips and 1,8289 PM peak hour trips. These trips
would be added gradually over time as each new phase of the project, and
corresponding land uses, is constructed.

While the total trip_generation amount has been revised downward to 19,406 from
19,428 presented in the Draft EIR in order to more accurately reflect the proposed land
uses and the associated SANDAG traffic generation rates, the impact analysis
presented in both the TIS (see Appendix E) and this EIR utilizes the higher, more
conservative trip generation number (19,428 ADT) rather than 19,406.

Project Traffic Distribution and Assignment

Project trips were distributed utilizing the Series 12 Year 2050 SANDAG Transportation
Model, including 2008 base year, 2050 with Road 3 and without Road 3. The overall
internal capture rate for the project based on the proposed land uses is 22 percent, and
results in the total external project trips being 15,151 daily trips. Refer to the TIS (see
Appendix E) for additional information regarding the internal capture rate.

Multiple sets of trip distributions were developed in conjunction with the varying roadway
networks under each of the following scenarios:

o Existing Plus Project (phased project build-out land uses on existing network)

o Existing Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project (build-out)

The Existing Plus Project is provided below, while the cumulative analysis scenario
(Existing Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project) are-is provided in subchapter 2.3.3. Itis
noted that Caltrans freeway facilities are analyzed based on a 2050 horizon year while
County roadways are analyzed based on a 2030 horizon year.

The analysis of Existing Plus Project impacts is divided into five scenarios based on the
construction of project phases (see Figure 1-4) that when combined represent all
project-generated trips associated with build-out of the project added to the existing
roadway network. The project is planned to be constructed in a series of phases. This
phasing would not require construction of all circulation improvements at once because
the increase in trips as a result of the project would be phased along with development.
Rather, such improvements would be constructed as needed te-mitigate-impact-ofby the
phased development as discussed Traffic Scenarios A through E_below. Separately, it
also is noted that Phase 5 of the project would include gates to limit public access to the
project to existing rural roadways, which affects traffic distribution.
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Fhese-scenarios—are—referredto—as-Traffic Scenarios A through E; representing the
following: Traffic Scenario A includes Phase 1 of the Specific Plan; Traffic Scenario B
includes Phases 1 and 4; Traffic Scenario C includes Phases 1, 2, and 4; Traffic
Scenario D includes Phases 1, 2, 4, and 5; and Traffic Scenario E indicates project
build-out. Table 4-32.3-9 ef-the—FHS-shows the project land use assumptions by traffic
analysis phasing which represents the anticipated construction phasing. Should project
construction not follow this phasing order, a specified number of equivalency dwelling
units (EDU) have been assigned to each Traffic Scenario. An EDU is a unit of measure
that standardizes all land use types (housing, retail, office, etc.) to the level of demand
created by one single-family housing unit. The project would be conditioned to perform
proposed mitigation measures upon the generation of the identified EDU. The issuance
of subsequent grading permits would be conditioned on the completion of the proposed
mitigation measures from the previous construction phase.

Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario A)

The Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario A) (Figure 2.3-5a) includes existing traffic
volumes with the addition of project traffic generated by the project’s construction of
Phase 1 (350 single-family units and a neighborhood/County park) of the project. The
project includes construction of the roads and intersection improvements listed below.
These improvements are included in this existing condition because the project is
conditioned to construct the improvements as part of project design, and the
improvements are needed to handle the traffic from Scenario A. Intersection and
roadway geometrics under Existing Plus Project conditions were assumed to be identical
to existing conditions, with the exception of the following project frontage and access
improvements:

e West Lilac Road (between Main Street and Road 3) at proposed classification 2.2F
modified (frontage improvements) (Note: The project proposes to change the
classification of this road from 2.2C to 2.2F. This change would reduce required
right-of-way and shoulder width);

e Main Street, between West Lilac Road and Street “C” (proposed road);

e Main Street, between Street “Z” and West Lilac Road (proposed road);

e Street “C” and Street “Z” (proposed road);

e Birdsong Drive, between Street “Z” and West Lilac Road (proposed road);

e Intersection #26, Street “O"/West Lilac Road/Main Street — proposed roundabout;
e Intersection #27, Main Street/Street “C"— proposed roundabout;

e Intersection #30, Street “Z"/Main Street — proposed one-way stop (southbound
Street “Z” approach) controlled L-intersection; and

e Intersection #31, Street “Z"/Main Street — proposed roundabout.

Note that Birdsong Drive, between Street “Z" and West Lilac Road would serve as an
interim_secondary access route for the initial phase of Traffic Scenario A. After the
construction of Main Street, between Street “Z” and West Lilac Road, Birdsong Drive
would be gated at its southern end at the project boundary and would provide driveway
access only to the not a part (NAP) property it serves. After Traffic Scenario A, the
project would not use Birdsong Drive.
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Roadway Segments

The three roadway segments that operate at unacceptable levels under the Existing
conditions would continue to operate at unacceptable levels with the addition of the
project (Traffic Scenario A). Based on the significance criteria, the project (Traffic
Scenario A) would have a significant direct impact to the following segment since it
would add over 100 ADT to a County facility operating at LOS F:

e Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and 1-15 SB Ramps — LOS F
(Impact TR-1).

The project would have a less than significant impact to E. Vista Way, between SR-76
and Gopher Canyon Road, as the project would add less than 200 ADT to this County
segment operating at LOS E. The project would also have a less than significant impact
to E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street, as the project
would add less than 100 ADT to this County segment operating at LOS F.

Intersections

The three intersections that operate at unacceptable levels in the Existing conditions
would continue to operate at unacceptable levels in the Existing Plus Project (Traffic
Scenario A) conditions. Based upon the significance criteria, the project (Traffic
Scenario A) would have a significant direct impact at the following intersection since it
would add over a 1 second delay to a County intersection operating at LOS F:

e E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road (LOS F during both the AM and PM peak
hours) (Impact TR-2).

The project would have less than significant impacts to 1-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon
Road, and I-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road since it would add less than two
seconds of delay to these Caltrans intersections operating at LOS E or F.

Two-Lane Highway

All segments along Old Highway 395 would continue to operate at acceptable LOS D or
better under Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario A) conditions. The additional traffic
generated by the project would not cause any direct impacts to Old Highway 395 in the
Existing Plus Traffic Scenario A.

Freeway Segments

All of the study area freeway segments along [-15 would continue to operate at LOS D or
better under Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario A) conditions. Thus, the project (Traffic
Scenario A) would have a less than significant impact to [-15 based on the significance
thresholds.
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Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario B)

The Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario B) (Figure 2.3-5b) includes existing traffic
volumes with the addition of traffic generated by the project Phases 1 and 4. The project
includes construction of the roads and intersection improvements listed below. These
improvements are included in this existing condition because the project is conditioned
to construct the improvements as part of project design, and the improvements are
needed to handle the traffic from Traffic Scenario B. Intersection and roadway
geometrics were assumed to be identical to existing conditions, with the exception of the
following roads and driveway intersections associated with project frontage and access:

e West Lilac Road (between Main Street and Road 3) at proposed classification
2.2F modified (frontage improvements) (Note: The project proposes to change
the classification of this road from 2.2C to 2.2F. This change would reduce
required right-way-way and shoulder width);

e Main Street, between West Lilac Road and Street “C” (proposed road);
e Main Street, between Street “Z” and West Lilac Road (proposed road);

e Street “C” and Street “Z" (proposed road);

o Covey Lane, west of West Lilac Road (proposed road);
e Intersection #26, Street “O"/West Lilac Road/Main Street — proposed roundabout;
e Intersection #27, Main Street/Street “C"— proposed roundabout;

e Intersection #30, Street “Z"/Main Street — proposed one-way stop (southbound
Street “Z” approach) controlled L-intersection; and

e Intersection #31, Street “Z"/Main Street — proposed roundabout.

Roadway Segments

The three roadway segments that operate at unacceptable levels under the Existing
conditions would continue to operate at unacceptable levels with the addition of the
project (Traffic Scenario B). Based on the significance criteria, there-are-nethe following
roadway segments that-would be significantly impacted by project-related traffic under
the Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario B) condition;

e Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and 1-15 SB Ramps — LOS F
(Impact TR-1).

The project would have a less than significant impact to E. Vista Way, between SR-76
and Gopher Canyon Road, as the project would add less than 200 ADT to this segment
operating at LOS E. The project would also have a less than significant impact to
E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street, as the project would
add less than 100 ADT to this segment operating at LOS F.
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Intersections

The three intersections that operate at unacceptable levels in the Existing conditions
would continue to operate at unacceptable levels with the addition of the project (Traffic
Scenario B). Based upon the significance criteria, the additional traffic generated by

Traffic Scenario B would have a S|gn|f|cant direct |mpact at the foIIowmg three

e E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road (LOS F during both the AM and PM peak
hours) (Impact TR-2);

e |-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road intersection (LOS F in the AM peak hour)
(Caltrans) (Impact TR-31); and

e |-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road intersection (LOS F in the PM peak hour)
(Caltrans) (Impact TR-42).

While the I-15 SB ramps/Gopher Canyon Road intersection would operate at LOS F in
the PM peak hour as well, the project (Traffic Scenario B) would add no delay to this
intersection in the PM peak hour and, therefore, would not significantly impact this
intersection in the PM peak hour.

Two-Lane Highway

As discussed in the TIS, all segments along Old Highway 395 would continue to operate at
acceptable LOS D or better under Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario B) conditions.

Freeway Segments

The freeway segment level of service analysis was performed utilizing the methodology
presented above. As discussed in the TIS, all of the study area freeway segments along I-
15 would continue to operate at LOS D or better under Existing Plus Project (Traffic
Scenario B) condition.

Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario C)

The Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario C) (Figure 2.3-5c) includes existing traffic
volumes with the addition of traffic generated by frem-project Phases 1, 2 and 4. The
project includes construction of the roads and intersection improvements listed below.
These improvements are included because the project is conditioned to construct the
improvements as part of project design, and the improvements are needed to handle the
traffic from Scenario C. Intersection and roadway geometrics were assumed to be
identical to existing conditions, with the exception of the following roads and driveway
intersections associated with project frontage and access:

¢ West Lilac Road (between Main Street and Road 3) at proposed classification 2.2F
modified (frontage improvements) (Note: This project proposes to change the
classification of this road from 2.2C to 2.2F. This change would reduce required
ROW and shoulder width);

e Main Street, between West Lilac Road and Street “C” (proposed road);
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e Main Street, between Street “C” and Street “Z” (proposed road);

e Main Street, between Street “Z” and West Lilac Road (proposed road);

e Street “C” and Street “Z” (proposed road);

e Covey Lane, west of West Lilac Road (proposed road);
e Intersection #26, Street “O"/West Lilac Road/Main Street — proposed roundabout;
e Intersection #27, Main Street/Street “C"— proposed roundabout;

o Intersection #28, Lilac Hills Ranch Road/Main Street North — proposed all-way
stop controlled intersection;

e Intersection #29, Lilac Hills Ranch Road/Main Street South — proposed all-way
stop controlled intersection;

e Intersection #30, Street “Z"/Main Street — proposed one-way stop (southbound
Street “Z” approach) controlled T-intersection; and

e Intersection #31, Street “Z"/Main Street — proposed roundabout.

Roadway Segments

Four roadway segments would operate at unacceptable levels under the Existing Plus
Project (Traffic Scenario C) conditions. Based upon the significance criteria, the
additional_100 ADT-traffic generated by Traffic Scenario C would have a significant
direct impact at the following three County roadway segments operating at LOS Fupen

929" EPU-(or project-daily-trips-0f 9.298)

e Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and 1-15 SB Ramps — LOS F
(Impact TR-1);

e West Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street - LOS F
(Impact TR-35); and

e E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street — LOS F
(Impact TR-65).

The project (Traffic Scenario C) impact to E. Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher
Canyon Road would be less than significant, as the project would add less than
200 ADT to this segment operating at LOS E.
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Intersections

Four intersections would operate at unacceptable levels in the Existing Plus Project
(Traffic Scenario C) conditions. Based upon the significance criteria, the additional
traffic generated by Traffic Scenario C (i.e., the addition of over 5 trips to a County
unsignalized intersection operating at LOS F, and the addition of over 2 seconds of
delay to a Caltrans intersection operating at LOS F) would have a significant direct

impact at the following four intersections-upen-585"-EDU(er project daily-trips-of 9,.298):

e E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road (LOS F during both the AM and PM peak
hours) (Impact TR-2);

e |-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — LOS F during both the AM and
PM peak hours (Impact TR-3);

e [-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — LOS F during the PM peak hour
(Impact TR-4); and

¢ Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road (County) — LOS F during both the AM and PM
peak hours (Impact TR-76).

Two-Lane Highway

As discussed in the TIS, all segments along Old Highway 395 would continue to operate at
acceptable LOS D or better under Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario C) conditions.

Freeway Segments

The freeway segment level of service analysis was performed utilizing the methodology
presented above. As discussed in the TIS, all of the study area freeway segments along I-
15 would continue to operate at LOS D or better under Existing Plus Project (Traffic
Scenario C) condition.

Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario D)

The Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario D) (Figure 2.3-5d) includes existing traffic
volumes with the addition of traffic generated by project Phases 1, 2, 4, and 5.
Intersection and roadway geometrics were assumed to be identical to existing
conditions, with the exception of the following roads and driveway intersections
associated with project frontage and access:

¢ West Lilac Road (between Main Street and Road 3) at proposed classification 2.2F
modified (frontage improvements) (Note: This project proposes to change the
classification of this road from 2.2C to 2.2F. This change would reduce required
right-of-way and shoulder width);

¢ Main Street, between West Lilac Road and Street “C” (proposed road);
e Main Street, between Street “C” and Street “Z” (proposed road);
e Main Street, between Street “Z” and West Lilac Road (proposed road);

e Street “C” and Street “Z” (proposed road);
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o Covey Lane, west of West Lilac Road (proposed road);

e Lilac Hills Ranch Road, between Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Road
(proposed road);

e Intersection #26, Street “O"/West Lilac Road/Main Street — proposed roundabout;
e Intersection #27, Main Street/Street “C"— proposed roundabout;

e Intersection #28, Lilac Hills Ranch Road/Main Street North — proposed all-way
stop controlled intersection;

o Intersection #29, Lilac Hills Ranch Road/Main Street South — proposed all-way
stop controlled intersection;

e Intersection #30, Street “Z"/Main Street — proposed one-way stop (southbound
Street “Z” approach) controlled T-intersection; and

o Intersection #31, Street “Z"/Main Street — proposed roundabout.

Roadway Segments

Four roadway segments would operate at unacceptable LOS E or F in the Existing Plus
Project conditions (Traffic Scenario D). Based upon the significance criteria, the
additional traffic generated by Traffic Scenario D would net-result in any—new-the
following three significant direct impacts to study roadway segments:-

e Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and 1-15 SB Ramps — LOS F
(Impact TR-1);

e West Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street - LOS F
(Impact TR-5); and

e E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street — LOS F
(Impact TR-6).

Project (Traffic Scenario D) impacts to E. Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher
Canyon Road would be less than significant since the project would add less than
200 ADT to this County segment operating at LOS E.
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Intersections

Five intersections would operate at unacceptable levels in the Existing Plus Project
(Traffic Scenario D) conditions. Based upon the significance criteria, the additional
traffic generated by Traffic Scenario D (i.e., the addition of over 5 trips to a County
unsignalized intersection operating at LOS F, and the addition of over 2 seconds of
delay to a Caltrans intersection operating at LOS F) would have a significant direct
impact at the following five_intersections: upen-developmentof-the121%* EDU (or by

DN NnNe a) o ho noaaoad
A O S

e E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road (LOS F during both the AM and PM peak
hours) (Impact TR-2);

e |-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — LOS F during both the AM
and PM peak hours (Impact TR-3);

e [|-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — LOS F during the PM peak
hour (Impact TR-4);

e Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road (County) — LOS F during both the AM and PM
peak hours (Impact TR-7); and

e Old Highway 395/Circle R Drive (County) —LOS—E—during—the—AM—peak
hour/LOS F during the PM peak hour—and-the-Phase-D-projectiraffic-would-add

more—than—5-peak—hour—trips—to—the—critical—movement—of—this—unsignalized
intersection (Impact TR-87).

Two-Lane Highway

As discussed in the TIS, all segments along Old Highway 395 would continue to operate at
acceptable LOS D or better under Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario D) conditions.

Freeway Segments

The freeway segment level of service analysis was performed utilizing the methodology
presented above. As discussed in the TIS, all of the study area freeway segments along I-
15 would continue to operate at LOS D or better under Existing Plus Project (Traffic
Scenario D) condition.

Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario E, Build-out)

The Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario E, Build-out), shown in (Figure 2.3-5e),
includes existing traffic volumes with the addition of traffic generated by Traffic Scenario
A plus B plus C plus D. The project includes construction of the roads and intersection
improvements listed below. These improvements are included in this existing condition
because the project is conditioned to construct the improvements as part of project
design, and the improvements are needed to handle the traffic from Traffic Scenario E,
Build-out. Intersection and roadway geometrics were assumed to be identical to existing
conditions, with the exception of the following roads and driveway intersections
associated with project frontage and access:
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e West Lilac Road (between Main Street and Road 3) at proposed classification
2.2F modified (frontage improvements) (Note: This project proposes to change
the classification of this road from 2.2C to 2.2F. This change would reduce
required right-of-way and shoulder width);

e Main Street, between West Lilac Road and Street “C” (proposed road);
e Main Street, between Street “C” and Street “Z” (proposed road);

e Main Street, between Street “Z” and West Lilac Road (proposed road);

e Street “C” and Street “Z” (proposed road);

o Covey Lane, west of West Lilac Road (proposed road);
e Lilac Hills Ranch Road, north of Covey Lane (proposed road);

e Lilac Hills Ranch Road, between Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Road
(proposed road);

e Street “F”, between West Lilac Road and Lilac Hills Ranch Road (proposed
road);

¢ Intersection #26, Street “O"/West Lilac Road/Main Street — proposed roundabout;
o Intersection #27, Main Street/Street “C"— proposed roundabout;

e Intersection #28, Lilac Hills Ranch Road/Main Street North — proposed all-way
stop controlled intersection;

o Intersection #29, Lilac Hills Ranch Road/Main Street South — proposed all-way
stop controlled intersection;

e Intersection #30, Street “Z"/Main Street — proposed one-way stop (southbound
Street “Z” approach) controlled T-intersection; and

o Intersection #31, Street “Z"/Main Street — proposed roundabout.

Figure 2.3-5e6 shows the projected ADT for the Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario
E, Build-out) roadway conditions.
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Roadway Segments

Table 2.3-20-11 displays the level of service analysis results for key roadway segments
under Existing plus Project (Traffic Scenario E, Build-out}) conditions. As shown, four
roadway segments would operate at unacceptable levels in the Existing Plus Project
(Traffic Scenario E) conditions. Based on the significance criteria, the_project (Traffic
Scenario E) would have a significant impact to the following roadway segments
because it would add over 200 trips.—fellewing-threeroadway-segments—would— to a
County segment operatinge at substandard LOS E or 100 trips to a County segment
operating at LOS F:

e Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and I-15 SB Ramps — LOS FE
(Impact TR-1);

e West Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street - LOS F
(Impact TR-5);

o E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street — LOS F
(Impact TR-6); and

e E. Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon Road - LOSE
(Impact TR 98).

Intersections

Peak hour traffic volumes at the key study area intersections are displayed in
Figure 2.3-67a-c. As shown in Table 2.3-3%12, five intersections would operate at
unacceptable levels in the Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario E) conditions. Based
on the significance guidelines, the project (Traffic Scenario E) would have significant
impacts to all five because it would add more than two seconds of delay: fellewing-twe

e E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road (LOS F during both the AM and PM peak
hours) (Impact TR-2);

e [|-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — LOS F during both the AM
and PM peak hours (Impact TR-3);

e [|-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — LOS F during the PM peak
hour (Impact TR-4);

e Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road (County) — LOS F during both the AM and PM
peak hours (Impact TR-7); and
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e Old Highway 395/Circle R Drive (County) — LOS F during the PM peak hour

(Impact TR-8).

Two-Lane Highways

Table 2.3-12-13 displays two-lane highway level of service analysis results for Old |
Highway 395 under Existing Plus Project (Scenario E, Build-out) conditions. As shown
in the table, all segments along Old Highway 395 would continue to operate at
acceptable LOS D or better under Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario E, Build-out)
conditions.

Freeway Segments

Table 2.3-13-14 displays the resulting level of service for I-15 under Existing Plus Project |
(Traffic Scenario E, Build out) conditions. As shown in the table, all of the study area
freeway segments along I-15 would continue to operate at LOS D or better under
Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario E, Build-out) conditions.
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2.3.2.3 Issue 2: Transportation Hazard

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

According to the County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining Significance —
Transportation and Traffic (San Diego County 2011b), a significant transportation or
traffic impact may occur if the project causes a transportation hazard.

According to County procedures, the determination of significant hazards to an existing
transportation design feature shall be on a case-by-case basis, considering the following
factors:

e Design features/physical configurations of access roads may adversely affect the
safe movement of all users along the roadway.

e The percentage or magnitude of increased traffic on the road due to the project
may affect the safety of the roadway.

e The physical conditions of the project site and surrounding area, such as curves,
slopes, walls, landscaping or other barriers, may result in conflicts with other
users or stationary objects.

o Conformance of existing and proposed roads to the requirements of the private
or public road standards, as applicable.

According to County procedures, the determination of significant hazards to pedestrians
or bicyclists shall be on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors:

e Design features/physical configurations on a road segment or at an intersection
that may adversely affect the visibility of pedestrians or bicyclists to drivers
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entering and exiting the site, and the visibility of cars to pedestrians and
bicyclists.

¢ The amount of pedestrian activity at the project access points that may adversely
affect pedestrian safety.

e The preclusion or substantial hindrance of the provision of a planned bike lane or
pedestrian facility on a roadway adjacent to the project site.

e The percentage or magnitude of increased traffic on the road due to the
proposed project that may adversely affect pedestrian and bicycle safety.

e The physical conditions of the project site and surrounding area, such as curves,
slopes, walls, landscaping or other barriers that may result in vehicle/pedestrian,
vehicle/bicycle conflicts.

e Conformance of existing and proposed roads to the requirements of the private
or public road standards, as applicable.

o The potential for a substantial increase in pedestrian or bicycle activity without
the presence of adequate facilities.

Analysis

A system of private roads, including Main Street, Lilac Hills Ranch Road, Street “F,”
Mountain Ridge Road, and Covey Lane, is proposed to provide site access and on- and
off-site circulation for the project. Main Street, Lilac Hills Ranch Road, and Covey Lane
would provide the general public access to the adjoining Public Road system. The
internal private streets, maintained by the HOA, would be open to the public visiting
residents or local businesses, making deliveries, and participating in community
activities such as farmers markets. Main Street would serve as the primary access
carrying approximately 6_percent of the project trips in the initial phase, and up to 60

percent at project build-out (east to west).prejecttraffic ranging-from-1,040-ADT10-8;430-

A small percent (9 percent) of the total pr0|ect trafflc would utilize Covev Lane.

Approximately 5.5 percent of the total project traffic would access Mountain Ridge Road
as this access would be gated and restricted to the southern half of Phase 5 (SRS-5,

SFES-6, and the |nst|tut|onal [church] S|te) uses onIv Appre*rmatety—Z—zzO—ADiFs—weHld

reS|dents in the northern portlons of the prOJect would not be able to traveI south onto
Mountain Ridge Road through this gate. The southern third of the project would be a
senior community with a gate between the main project and the senior community (at
Lilac Hills Ranch Road/Covey Lane), another gate in the middle of the Phase 5
development along Lilac Hills Ranch Road (just north of SRS-5/SFS-6), as well as a
gate at Lilac Hills Ranch Road/Mountain Ridge Road just north of the proposed
institutional site. Access—to-Tthe institutional site would be divided—inteserved by two |
parking areas, one north of the Mountain Ridge Road gate and one to the south. This

would allow all residents of the project access through the project gates after

coordinating with the HOA and church personnel. These residents would park north of

the Mountain Ridge access point and would not be allowed to exit in-thatdirection-to the |
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south via Mountain Ridge Road. Non-residents or Mvisitors to the institutional site (from
outside the project) eeuld-would likewise- access the proposed institutional site from the
south, using Mountain Ridge, and park in the te-the parking area south of the gated

access_(Gate 6).

Proposed public roadway improvements would comply with the County’s Public Road
Standards (County of San Diego 2012a) except where medifications-er-exceptions have
been requested. For example, the segment of West Lilac Road along the project
frontage does not meet public road standards. Approximately 10 medifications

exceptions to current road standards are being proposed as part of the project. Six of
the requested meodifications—exceptions would affect West Lilac Road and would avoid
significant grading of steep slopes and disruption of existing driveways. Project traffic
would still be accommodated through widening and restriping the road, as well as the
signalization of the intersection of West Lilac Road and Old Highway 395.

Two of the requested medifications—exceptions would allow Mountain Ridge Road to
remain in its current state, with the exception of minor widening to ensure that there
would be two 12-foot lanes consistent with County Private Road Standards, and would
avoid significant grading and disruption to existing driveways. The remaining two
modifications-exceptions would reduce the design speed (from 30 mph to 20 mph) of two
short segments of two on-site roads within the project in residential areas, again
reducing the amount of grading that must be done. These two road segments are very
short, making it unlikely that a 30 mph speed would ever be attained.

These County Public Road Standards are intended to “provide for the service and
protection of the public:”;_however, where capacity and safety are not unduly affected,
exceptions are granted. Proposed roadway improvements would also follow the County
DPW Design Standards (County of San Diego 2009a), as applicable. Several
roundabouts are proposed along the new West Lilac Road. Roundabouts would calm
traffic, thereby enhancing the comfort and safety of both cyclists and pedestrians.
Proposed roundabouts would be designed to meet applicable safety and design
standards. Thus, proposed roadway improvements would be safe for vehicles,
bicyclists, and/or pedestrians.

There are two existing east-west public trail segments at the project site; one along the
northern boundary of the project site (Old West Lilac Road) and the other travels through
the southern portion of the project, along the Valley Center Municipal Water District
(VCMWD) easement. The project proposes developing a system of multi-purpose trails
that traverse the project site, linking the northern and southern public trails. This trail
network would provide connectivity to parks, private recreation, schools, and commercial
areas within the project site. The multi-purpose trail network is proposed as a
combination of smaller feeder and natural trails in the open space area of the project
site, and a community pathway that traverses the project site providing connectivity to
the existing County Regional Trail System. All trails would be designed to County
standards to ensure the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists.

The project is consistent with the County Mobility Element Goal 4, Safe and Compatible
Roads. Please also refer to EIR subchapter 2.9.2.4 for the analysis of emergency
evacuation. Relevant policies pursuant to Goal M-4 and the project’s consistency with
each are listed below:
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e Policy M-4.1 (Walkable Village Roads), the project would provide a walkable Town
Center and two Neighborhood Centers that would encourage multi-modal
transportation to enhance pedestrian usability and safety. The Specific Plan
establishes a rural village that would be compact and configured to encourage
residents to walk to major public areas. Single-family attached and mixed-use
housing would be located adjacent to a central commercial area and a County park,
encouraging residents to walk to these public areas.

e Policy M-4.2 (Interconnected Local Roads) requires the provision of an
interconnected and appropriately scaled local public road network. The project
would provide four connecting points to existing roads, ensuring that both local and
surrounding residents have alternate routes. The internal road system within the
project site would consist of private roads, open to the public, interconnected and
appropriately scaled, allowing all internal roads to be two lanes, reinforcing a village
atmosphere. As shown in EIR Figure 2.7-1, gates would be placed throughout
Phases 4 and 5, for use by residents and/or emergency apparatus. The gates
would be used by residents to go in and out of the project and would have
automatic openers (for exiting) that are triggered by either a buried sensor or an
optical sensor. During an emergency requiring evacuation of residents, the gates
would open allowing surrounding residents to use Lilac Hills Ranch roads. The
HOA would open the gates in an emergency using a special code that can be
entered remotely. Even with this gated system, the roads would still be
interconnected because they allow traffic from off-site to enter the project, and also
provide emergency evacuation routes.

e Policy M-4.4 (Accommodate Emergency Vehicles) requires the design and
construction of public and private roads to allow for necessary access by
appropriately sized fire apparatus and emergency vehicles while accommodating
outgoing vehicles with residents evacuating from the project. Roads within the
project site are designed to accommodate emergency vehicles and also allow
residents to evacuate efficiently if necessary. Although the project includes gated
access points throughout Phases 4 and 5 (see EIR Figure 2.7-1), the road system
would be interconnected and would provide at least two ways in and out for all
residents as required by current safety regulations.

o Policy M-4.5 (Context Sensitive Road Design) requires the design and construction
of roads that are compatible with the local terrain and the uses, scale and pattern of
the surrounding development. While the grading needed for the project would be
similar to other local developments of its scale, earthwork would be minimized by
focusing density in locations where slope is minimal. The road pattern within the
project site would follow the site’s terrain while still providing a safe and efficient
road network.

Overall, the road network design for the project would provide adequate ingress and
egress for residents as well as emergency access, safe trail system, and conform to
Goal M-4 of the General Plan Mobility Element. Therefore, impacts associated with
transportation hazards would be less than significant.
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2.3.2.4 Issue 3: Public Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The Public Transit section of the County’s Mobility Element identifies a number of
guiding principles in support of a multi-modal transportation network. The principles are
intended to enhance connectivity and support existing development patterns while
retaining community character and maintaining environmental sustainability through
reductions in gasoline consumption and greenhouse gas emissions. Specific goals and
policies seek to maximize transit service opportunities and reduce travel demand. Goal
M-8 (Public Transit System) supports a public transit system that reduces automobile
dependence and serves all segments of the population and Goal M-9 (Effective Use of
Existing Transportation Network) seeks to maximize use of alternative modes of travel
and thus reduce the need to widen or build roads. These goals can be accomplished
through reservation of adequate rights-of-way to accommodate existing and planned
transit facilities, including bus stops, and by providing transit amenities, and park and
ride facilities. The project’s consistency with these policies is discussed below.

The County also established several Implementation measures as a means for the
County to meet the goals and policies. As such, if a proposed project is not in
conformance with the applicable alternative transportation policies in the Mobility
Element, a significant conflict with the County’s alternative transportation policies may
occur.

Analysis

The project includes an opportunity for public transit by providing for bus stops within the
Town Center, bicycle and pedestrian features, as described in subchapter 1.2.1 under
Circulation,_and an interim private transit service that connects to public transit. These
features, as well as other features that reduce vehicle trips, are included in a TDM
program included in the project (see Table 1-3). While mass transit service to the project
site has not been established yet, it has been planned and would be available to provide
mass transit. The project has been designed to be a pedestrian-friendly community and
includes a sidewalk network and trails to provide pedestrian connections between uses
and existing recreational trails. The proposed trails along Old West Lilac Road and the
VCMWD easement would be consistent with the County’s CTMP and Valley Center
Community Plan Design Guidelines. The CTMP trails along the northern and southern
edges of the project would allow horseback riding. The project would include two bike
lanes on the proposed West Lilac Road segment through the Town Center. The interim
transit service included in the project would operate on demand and would operate until
public transportation is proposed by the local transit district.

The project is consistent with the County Mobility Element Goal 8, Public Transit
System. Relevant policies pursuant to Goal M-8 and the project’s consistency with each
are listed below.

o Policy M-8.3 (Transit Stops That Facilitate Ridership) requires coordination with
SANDAG, North County Transit District (NCTD), and San Diego Metropolitan
Transit System (MTS) to locate transit stops and facilities in areas that facilitate
transit ridership, and designate such locations as part of planning efforts for Town
Centers ensuring that the planning of Town Centers and village cores incorporate
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uses that support the use of transit. The project proposes a Town Center with
commercial/mixed-use and attached residential uses. An area for a transit stop
would be provided should NCTD determine that such is necessary. The project's
TDM program also includes coordination with NCTD/MTS and SANDAG as to the
future siting of transit stops/stations within the project site. As previously noted, the
TDM also includes an interim transit service to transport residents to existing public
transit until public transit to the site is provided.

Policy M-8.4 (Transit Amenities) requires transit stops that are accessible to
pedestrians and bicyclists; and provide amenities for these users’ convenience.
While there is no public transit service available at the present time, a transit stop is
an allowed use in the Town Center where it will be accessible to the most residents.
As previously noted, the project would also include an interim transit service to
transport residents to existing public transit until public transit is extended to the site.

Policy M-9.4 (Park-and-Ride Facilities) requires developers of large projects to
provide, or to contribute to, park-and-ride facilities near freeway interchanges and
other appropriate locations that provide convenient access to congested regional
arterials. Park-and-ride facilities are available a short distance from the project site
at the intersection of Old Highway 395 and Gopher Canyon Road.

The Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trail Facilities section of the Mobility Element identifies
goals and policies to improve the bicycle and pedestrian network and facilities.
Goal M-11 addresses bicycle and pedestrian facilities with a focus on safety, efficiency,
and providing attractive mobility options as well as recreational opportunities for County
residents. Relevant policies pursuant to Goal M-11 are listed below.

Policy M-11.2 (Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities in Development) requires
development and Town Center plans in villages to incorporate site design and on-
site amenities for alternate modes of transportation, such as comprehensive bicycle
and pedestrian networks and facilities. The project would provide an extensive
system of multi-modal trails providing multiple opportunities for residents to walk
and bike throughout the project site. These include bikeways along main project
streets, and the Town Center as described in the Specific Plan and shown on the
Parks and Trails Plan (see Figures 1-8 and 1-9)._ In addition, the project would
include bike racks along travel corridors, commercial development, parks, and
multi-family units.

Policy M-11.3 (Bicycle Facilities on Roads Designated in the Mobility Element)
requires maximization of bicycle facilities on County Mobility element roads in Semi-
Rural and Rural Lands to provide a safe and continuous bicycle network in rural
areas that can be used for recreation or transportation purposes, while retaining
rural character. The project proposes to dedicate and install the designated
CMTMP segment along the entire length of the south side of West Lilac Road. This
public trail would be built as a Type D pathway.

Policy M-11.4 (Pedestrian and Bicycle Network Connectivity) requires development
in Villages and Rural Villages to provide comprehensive internal pedestrian and
bicycle networks that connect to existing or planned adjacent community and
countywide networks. A comprehensive network of public hard and soft surface
trails is proposed throughout the project site. These trails vary in width depending
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upon their location near homes or within open space. There are two CTMP trails
that cross the property. The project would dedicate and install the designated
Community Trails segment along the entire length of the south side of West Lilac
Road and along the southern part of the project.

o Policy M-11.8 (Coordination with the County Trails Program) requires coordination
of proposed bicycle and pedestrian networks and facilities with the CTMP’s
proposed trails and pathways. As noted above, the project includes the construction
of the two CTMP trails crossing the project site. Additional trails within the project
site would connect to the CTMP trails. All trails except those located within
Phases 4 and 5 would be available to the public.

The project would provide alternative transportation opportunities and would be
consistent with County Mobility Element Goals 8 and 11 and associated policies as
detailed above. Impacts associated with transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities would
be less than significant.

2.3.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis
2.3.3.1 Existing Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project

The cumulative impact analysis was completed using SANDAG’s Series 12 Year 2020
Transportation Model and cumulative projects within a seven-mile radius of the project
(see EIR Table 1-6 and Figure 1-23). The cumulative impact analysis area is based on
the County’s Guidelines for Significance. A list of £69-171 cumulative projects was
compiled, including:

o #1 - #96: The cumulative project list utilized for the recent Meadowood
development project;

o #97 - #110109: Geographically applicable projects from the County GPA
Property Specific Workplan list of 56 projects, dated June 28, 2012; and

o #111 - #171110-#169: A list of discretionary projects obtained from SanGIS
August—2011) and refined to include projects with potentially relevant trip
generation, such as Major Use Permits, General Plan Amendments, Specific
Plans and Amendments, Tentative Maps, and Tentative Parcel Maps. Both
County staff input and the KivaNet system were utilized to gather detailed project
land use descriptions.

It is noted that, other than Pankey Road and improvements included as a part of the
project, the analysis below did not assume any traffic mitigation and/or transportation
system improvements by any of the anticipated cumulative land development projects.
However, significant roadway improvements would in fact be forthcoming to satisfy
CEQA requirements. Where appropriate, the cumulative analysis assumes the
completion of all phased mitigation measures required to address significant direct
impacts under the Traffic Scenario (see M-TR-1 through M-TR-5, in subchapter 2.3.5.1,
below).

Intersection and roadway geometrics under Existing Plus Cumulative Projects Plus

Project conditions were assumed to be largely identical to Existing conditions, with the
following two exceptions:
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SR-76 is widened to 4 lanes — currently under construction; and

Pankey Road, north of SR-76 would be constructed as a 2-lane roadway through
construction associated with cumulative projects, and the need to provide direct
access to those projects. Both the Meadowood and Campus Park projects have
been approved and are required to construct this road. The Campus Park
project is in the process of obtaining grading permits_and the environmental
impacts of the roadway improvements are disclosed in the Campus Park EIR.

Roadway Segments

Figure 2.3-78 shows the roadway segment ADT in the cumulative condition. With the
addition of the project (all phases) and the cumulative projects to the existing conditions,
thefollowing—eight- 10 roadway segments would operate at substandard LOS E or F
(Table 2.3-1415):_Based upon the applicable significance criteria, the additional traffic
generated by the proposed project and the anticipated cumulative projects would result

in_significant cumulative impacts to the following seven—ofthe—eightnine roadway

segments:-

West Lilac Road between Old Highway 395 and Main Street — LOS F, and the
cumulative projects plus the proposed project would add more than 100 daily
trips_(Impact TR-10).

Camino Del Rey between Old River Road and West Lilac Road - LOS E, and the
cumulative projects plus the proposed project would add more than 200 daily
trips (Impact TR-911).

Gopher Canyon Road between E. Vista Way and Little Gopher Canyon Roadi-15
SB-Ramps— LOS F, and the cumulative projects plus the proposed project would
add more than 100 daily trips (Impact TR-12812).

Gopher Canyon Road, between Little Gopher Canyon Road and I-15 SB Ramps
— LOS F, and the cumulative projects plus the proposed project would add more
than 100 daily trips (Impact TR-13).

E. Vista Way between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon Road — LOS F, and the
cumulative projects plus the proposed project would add more than 100 daily
trips (Impact TR-1411).

E. Vista Way between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street — LOS F, and
the cumulative projects plus the proposed project would add more than 100 daily
trips Impact (Impact TR-1542).

Pankey Road between Pala Mesa Drive and SR-76 - LOS F, and the cumulative
projects would add more than 100 daily trips (Impact TR-1613).

Lilac Road between Old Castle Road and Anthony Road - LOS E, and the
cumulative projects plus the proposed project would add more than 200 daily
trips (Impact TR-1714).

Cole Grade Road, between Fruitvale Road and Valley Center Road - LOS E, and

the cumulative projects plus the proposed project would add more than 200 daily
trips (Impact TR-1815).
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Intersections

As identified in Table 2.3-16the—HS—(see—Appendix—E), thefollowing—14 study

intersections would operate at substandard LOS E or F under the cumulative plus
project conditions.—{(Fable2.3-15): Based on the significance guidelines, the project
would contribute to a significant cumulative impact at the etherfollowing 113
intersections:listed-abeve:

e E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road (County) (LOS F — AM and PM peak hours),
and the cumulative projects plus project traffic would add more than 1 second of
additional delay to this signalized intersection (Impact TR-1916).

e SR-76/0ld Highway 395 (Caltrans) (LOS F - AM and PM peak hours), and the
cumulative projects plus project traffic would add two seconds or more of
additional delay to this signalized intersection (Impact TR-2019).

e SR-76/Pankey Road (Caltrans) (LOS F - AM and PM peak hours), and the
cumulative projects plus project traffic would add two seconds or more additional
delay to this unsignalized intersection (Impact TR-2120).

e Old Highway 395/E. Dulin Road (County) (LOS F - AM and PM peak hours), and
the cumulative projects plus project traffic would add more than 5 peak hour trips
to the critical movement of this unsignalized intersection (Impact TR-2221).

¢ Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road (County) (LOS F - AM and PM peak hours),
and the cumulative projects plus project traffic would add more than 5 peak hour
trips to the critical movement of this unsignalized intersection (Impact TR-2322).

o |-15 SB Ramps/Old Highway 395 (Caltrans) —LOS-E-during-the-AM-peak-hour
and-(LOS F during the AM and PM peak hours), and the cumulative projects plus

project traffic would add two seconds or more additional delay to this
unsignalized intersection (Impact TR-2423).
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e |-15 NSB Ramps/Old Highway 395 (Caltrans) — (LOS F during the PM peak
hour), and the cumulative projects plus project traffic would add two seconds or
more additional delay to this unsignalized intersection (Impact TR-2524).

e Old Highway 395/Circle R Drive (County) (LOS F - AM and PM peak hours), and
the cumulative projects plus project traffic would add more than 5 peak hour trips
to the critical movement of this unsignalized intersection (Impact TR-2625).

¢ |-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) (LOS F - AM and PM peak
hours), and the cumulative projects plus project traffic would add more than two
seconds of additional delay to this unsignalized intersection (Impact TR-2726).

o [|-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) (LOS F - AM and PM peak
hour), and the cumulative projects plus project traffic would add more than two
seconds of additional delay to this unsignalized intersection (Impact TR-2827).

o Miller Road/Valley Center Road (County) (LOS F - PM peak hour), and the
cumulative projects plus project would add more than 5 peak hour trips to the
critical movement of this unsignalized intersection (Impact TR-2928).

The project and cumulative projects would add fewer than five peak hour trips to the
critical movement of the Old River Road/Camino Del Rey intersection and, therefore, the

cumulatlve |mpact would be Iess than smmﬂcantuneler—the—sqgnmeanee—emena—ne

Two-Lane Highways

Table 2.3-16-17 displays two-lane highway level of service analysis results for Old
Highway 395 under the cumulative plus project conditions. As shown in the table, all
segments along Old Highway 395 would operate at acceptable LOS D or better under
this condition, and the additional traffic generated by the project and the other
anticipated cumulative projects would not result in cumulative impacts to Old Highway
395.

Freeway Segments

As shown in Table 2.3-1718, eight segments of the I-15 freeway would operate at
substandard LOS E or F under Existing Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project
Conditions. _As the project plus cumulative projects would increase the V/C by more
than 0.01, a significant cumulative impact would occur at all of the following eight [-15
segments operating unacceptably:

¢ Between Riverside County Boundary and Old Highway 395 (LOS F) (Impact TR-
3029);

¢ Between Old Highway 395 and SR-76 (LOS F) (Impact TR-3130);
¢ Between SR-76 and Old Highway 395 (LOS F) (Impact TR-323%);
¢ Between Old Highway 395 and Gopher Canyon Road (LOS F) (Impact TR-3332);

o Between Gopher Canyon Road and Deer Springs Road (LOS F) (Impact TR-
3433);
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e Between Deer Springs Road and Centre City Parkway (LOS F) (Impact TR-3534);

o Between Centre City Parkway and El Norte Parkway (LOS F) (Impact TR-3635);
and

e Between El Norte Parkway and SR-78 (LOS F) (Impact TR-3736).

2.3.3.2 General Plan Land Use Element/ Mobility Element Correlation

This subchapter discusses the correlation between the General Plan Land Use Element
and Mobility Element at build-out of the Land Use Element as amended by the proposed
project. It also provides a General Plan conformance discussion including consistency
with Mobility Element Policy 2.1, which addresses balancing adequate road capacity to
reasonably accommodate build-out of the Land Use Element, with the need to support
other General Plan goals such as providing environmental protections. Policy 2.1
acknowledges that the preservation of valuable resources may outweigh the benefits of
road improvements. Therefore, a lower LOS along specified roadways may be
acceptable. Table M-4 of the Mobility Element identifies the deficient roadways and
describes the rationale for accepting deficient roadway segments.

Mobility Element Policy 2.1 requires development projects to provide associated road
improvements necessary to achieve a level of service of “D” or higher on all Mobility
Element roads except for those where a failing level of service has been accepted by the
County pursuant to the specified criteria. The applicable situations for accepting a road
classification where a LOS E or F is forecast includes those instances when the adverse
impacts of adding travel lanes do not justify the resulting benefit of increased traffic
capacity. This would include the following relevant situations:

e When marginal deficiencies are characterized along a short segment of a road and
classifying the road with a designation that would add travel lanes for the entire
road would be excessive; or

e When adding travel lanes to a road that-would adversely impact environmental and
cultural resources or in areas with steep slopes where widening roads would require
massive grading, which would result in adverse environmental impacts and other
degradation of the physical environment.

SANDAG recently acquired the 902-acre Rancho Lilac property through its EMP and

| recorded ef-a conservation easement over the entire property. It is anticipated-by-the
project-applicantpossible that this acquisition cwould likely prevent implementation of the
County’s planned Road 3 in its current alignment. Therefore, this discussion identifies
two scenarios, one without the construction of Road 3 and one with the construction of
Road 3.

Build-out Under the General Plan Without Road 3

| As shown in Table 2.3-1819, the following five study area roadway segments are

projected to operate at substandard LOS E/F all-ofthe-study arearoadway-segments
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are-projected-to-operateat LOS-D-or better-under Build-out of under-the General Plan
(without Road 3) without the project-with-the—exception—of-thefourfollowingroadway
segments:

e Old Highway 395, between SR-76 and E. Dulin Road — LOS E, and the County
General Plan Update has accepted LOS E/F operations along this segment;

e Old Highway 395, between East Dulin Road and W. Lilac Road — LOS E;

e Lilac Road between New Road 19 (east of Betsworth Road) and Valley Center
Road - LOS F, and the County General Plan Update has accepted LOS E/F
operations along this segment;

e Valley Center Road, between Lilac Road and Miller Road — LOS E; and

e Valley Center Road between Miller Road and Indian Creek Road - LOS F, and
the County General Plan Update has accepted LOS E/F operations along this
segment.

With the addition of the project to the General Plan build-out condition, the following
roadway segments would eentintde-te-operate at substandard LOS E or F (Table 2.3-
1920):

e West Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street — LOS E, and the
project would add more than 200 daily trips.

e Old Highway 395 between SR-76 and E. Dulin Road_- LOS E, and the project
would add more than 200 daily trips. The County General Plan Update has
accepted LOS E/F operations along this segment.

e Old Highway 395 between E. Dulin Road and West Lilac Road— LOS F, and the
project would add more than 100 daily trips.

e Lilac Road between New Road 19 (east of Betsworth Road and Valley Center
Road); and_— LOS F, and the project would add more than 200 daily trips. The
County General Plan Update has accepted LOS E/F operations at this segment.

e Valley Center Road, between Lilac Road and Miller Road; and the project would
add less than 400 daily trips.

e Valley Center Road between Miller Road and Indian Creek Road_— LOS F; and
the project would add less than 200 daily trips. The County General Plan Update
has accepted LOS E/F operations at this segment.

The project would amend the Land Use Element to increase density on the project site,
which would generate more traffic than was included in the County’s General Plan
Update forecast for the roadway segments identified above. Fhese-Several of these
roadway segments would operate at LOS E or F without the project at build-out of the
General Plan. As noted above, tFhe General Plan accepts several of these road
segments operating at LOS E or F for reasons stated in the Mobility Element, which
include environmental impacts and community character. However, tFhe project would
add additional traffic to these road segments that was not considered when Mobility
Element was adopted. Therefore, to maintain correlation between the Land Use
Element and Mobility Element, the following roadways segments would require either an
upgrade to the following-designated roadway classifications or a determination that the
further reduction in LOS at build-out would be acceptable.
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West Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street — no upgrade
recommended; however, roundabouts increase operational capacity, the project
would improve pedestrian and bicycle facilities including a multi-purpose trail, the
segment was found to operate at acceptable arterial speed, and the I-15 overpass
would require widening (i.e., a new bridge) existence of ROW constraints at the 1-15

overpass.

Old Highway 395 between SR-76 and E. Dulin Road - upgrade to Mobility Element
Road Classification 4.2B.

Old Highway 395 between E. Dulin Road and West Lilac Road - upgrade to Mobility
Element Road Classification 4.2B.

Lilac Road between New Road 19 (east of Betsworth Road and Valley Center
Road) - upgrade to Mobility Element Road Classification 6.2.

Build-out Under the General Plan With Road 3

This section examines the scenario which includes the construction of Road 3 as
depicted on the General Plan Mobility Element.

| As shown in Table 2.3-2021, the following four study area roadway segments are
projected to operate at substandard LOS E/F upon Build-out of the General Plan (with
Road 3) without the proposed project:

Old Highway 395, between SR-76 and E. Dulin Road — LOS E, and the County
General Plan Update has accepted LOS E/F operations along this segment;

Old Highway 395, between E. Dulin Road and West Lilac Road — LOS E;

Lilac Road, between New Road 19 (east of Betsworth Road and Valley Center
Road — LOS F, and the County General Plan Update has accepted LOS E/F
operations along this segment; and

Valley Center Road, between Miller Road and Indian Creek Road — LOS F, and the
County General Plan Update has accepted LOS E/F operations along this segment.

With the addition of the project to the build-out condition (with Road 3), the additional

traffic—generated—bythe project-would—degrade LOS—en—following five—eight roadway
segments would operate at unacceptable LOS E or F (Table 2.3-2122):

West Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street — LOS F; and the
project would add more than 100 daily trips;

West Lilac Road, between Main Street and Street “F’ — LOS F; and the project
would add more than 100 daily trips;

West Lilac Road, between Street “F’ and Road 3 — LOS F; and the project would
add more than 100 daily trips;
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e Old Highway 395, between SR-76 and E. Dulin Road_ — LOS E; and the project
would add more than 200 daily trips. The County General Plan Update has
accepted LOS E/F along this segment;-and

e Old Highway 395, between E. Dulin Road and West Lilac Road_ — LOS F; and the
project would add more than 100 daily trips;

e Old Highway 395, between W. Lilac Road and [-15 SB Ramps — LOS E and the
project would add more than 400 daily trips;

e Lilac Road, between New Road 19 (east of Betsworth Road and Valley Center
Road — LOS F, and the project would add less than 200 daily trips. The County
General Plan Update has accepted LOS E/F operations along this segment; and

e Valley Center Road, between Miller Road and Indian Creek Road — LOS F, and the
project would add less than 200 daily trips. The County General Plan Update has
accepted LOS E/F operations along this segment.

Like the Without Road 3 scenario, increased density on the project site would generate
more traffic than was included in the County’s General Plan Update forecast for the
roadway segments identified above. FourFhree of these roadway segments would
operate at LOS E or F without the project at build-out of the General Plan. The General
Plan accepts these road segments operating at LOS E or F for reasons stated in the
Mobility Element. The project would add additional traffic to these road segments that
was not considered when the Mobility Element was adopted. West Lilac Road between
Old Highway 395 to Main Street would operate at acceptable levels due to the increased
operational capacity of the roundabouts to be constructed as part of the project at the
project entrances. However, to maintain correlation between the Land Use Element and
Mobility Element, the remaining roadways would require either an upgrade to the
roadway classifications listed below or a determination that the further reduction in LOS
at build-out would be acceptable.

e West Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street - no upgrade
recommended; however, roundabouts would increase operational capacity. The
project would improve pedestrian _and bicycle facilities including a multi-purpose
trail. The segment was found to operate at acceptable arterial speed, and the 1-15
overpass would require widening (i.e., a new bridge)upgrade-to-Mobility Element

| Classificat] 2B

e \West Lilac Road, between Main Street and Street “F’ - no upgrade recommended;
however, it is noted that this road would operate at acceptable LOS as a 2.2F road
without Road 3 and roundabouts would increase operational capacity;upgrade—to

bilit £l | Classification-2.2C-and

e West Lilac Road, between Street “F” and Road 3 - no upgrade recommended;
however, it is noted that this road would operate at acceptable LOS as a 2.2F road
without Road 3 and roundabouts would increase operational capacity,—upgrade-to

il I | Classificat G,

¢ Old Highway 395, between SR-76 and E. Dulin Road - upgrade to Mobility Element
Road Classification 4.2B;

o Old Highway 395, between E. Dulin Road and West Lilac Road - upgrade to

Mobility Element Road Classification 4.2B;_and
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e Old Highway 395, between West Lilac Road and the [-15 SB Ramps — upgrade to
Mobility Element Road Classification 4.1B.

Pursuant to Mobility Element Policy 2.1, a lower LOS along specified roadways may be
acceptable as described above. The widening of segments of West Lilac Road to add
travel lanes would require considerable grading that would adversely affect active
agricultural operations and mature oak woodland habitat. Therefore, the adverse
impacts of adding travel lanes would not justify the resulting benefit of increased traffic
capacity and the segments of West Lilac Road from Main Street to Road 3 are proposed
to be added to the list of Mobility Element roads for which LOS E or F is acceptable.

2.3.4 Significance of Impacts Prior to Mitigation
2.3.4.1 Circulation System Operations

Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario A)

Roadway Segments

Under the Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario A) condition, the project would have a
significant direct impact at the following roadway segment:

e Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and 1-15 SB Ramps (Impact TR-

Intersections

Under the Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario A) condition, the project would have a
significant direct impact at the following intersection:

e E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-2).

Two-Lane Highway
All segments along Old Highway 395 within the study area would continue to operate at

acceptable levels under Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario A) conditions. Impacts
would be less than significant.
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Freeway Segments

All segments of the I-15 within the study area would operate at acceptable levels under
the Existing Plus Project (Scenario A) conditions. Impacts would be less than significant.

Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario B)

Roadway Segments

Under the Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario B) condition, the project would have a
significant direct impact at the following segment:

e Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and I-15 SB Ramps (Impact TR-1).

Intersections

Under the Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario B) condition, the project fellewingtwe
intersections-would have significant direct impacts_to the following intersections:

o E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-2);

e |-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-32); and

e |-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-42).
Two-Lane Highway

All segments along Old Highway 395 within the study area would continue to operate at
acceptable levels under Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario B) conditions. Impacts
would be less than significant.

Freeway Segments
All segments of the I-15 within the study area under Existing Plus Project (Traffic
Scenario B) conditions would operate at acceptable levels. Impacts would be less than

significant

Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario C)

Roadway Segments

The project would have a significant direct impact to the following three roadway
segments under the Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario C) conditions:

e Gopher Canyon Road from E. Vista Way to I-15_ SB Ramps (Impact TR-14);
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e West Lilac Road from Old Highway 395 to Main Street (Impact TR-53); and
e E. Vista Way from Gopher Canyon Road to Osborne Street (Impact TR-65).

Intersections

Under the Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario C) condition, the project fellewing
intersection-would have significant direct impacts_at the following four intersections:

e E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-2);

e |-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-3);

e |-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-4); and
e Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road (Impact TR-76).

Two-Lane Highway

All segments along Old Highway 395 within the study area would continue to operate at
acceptable levels under Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario C) conditions. Impacts
would be less than significant.

Freeway Segments

All segments of the I-15 within the study area under Existing Plus Project (Traffic
Scenario C) conditions would operate at acceptable levels. Impacts would be less than
significant

Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario D)

Roadway Segments

The project would have a significant direct impact to the following three roadway
segments under the Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario D) conditions:

e Gopher Canyon Road from E. Vista Way to 1-15 SB Ramps (Impact TR-1);
e West Lilac Road from Old Highway 395 to Main Street (Impact TR-5); and

e E. Vista Way from Gopher Canyon Road to Osborne Street (Impact TR-6).

Intersections

Under the Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario D) condition, the project fellewing
intersection-would have significant direct impacts_at the following five intersections:
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o E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-2);

e 1-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-3);
e |-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-4);
e Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road (Impact TR-7); and
e Old Highway 395/Circle R Drive (Impact TR-8%).

Two-Lane Highway

All segments along Old Highway 395 within the study area would continue to operate at
acceptable levels under Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario D) conditions. Impacts
would be less than significant.

Freeway Segments

All segments of the I-15 within the study area under Existing Plus Project (Traffic
Scenario D) conditions would operate at acceptable levels. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario E, Build-out)

Roadway Segments

Under the Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario E, Build-out) condition, the project
followingroadway-segment-would have a significant direct impacts to the following four

roadway segments:

e Gopher Canyon Road from E. Vista Way to I-15 (Impact TR-1);
e West Lilac Road from Old Highway 395 to Main Street (Impact TR-5);

e E. Vista Way from Gopher Canyon Road to Osborne Street (Impact TR-6); and
o E. Vista Way, from SR-76 to Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-98).

Intersections

Under the Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario E) condition, the project would have
significant direct impacts to the following five intersections:

e E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-2);
[-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-3);
[-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-4);
Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road (Impact TR-7); and
Old Highway 395/Circle R Drive (Impact TR-8).
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Two-Lane Highway

All segments along Old Highway 395 within the study area would continue to operate at
acceptable levels under Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario E, Build-out) conditions.
Impacts would be less than significant.

Freeway Segments
All segments of the I-15 within the study area under Existing Plus Project (Traffic
Scenario E, Build-out) conditions would operate at acceptable levels. Impacts would be

less than significant.

Existing Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project

Roadway Segments

The project would have a significant cumulative impact to these seven-nine roadway
segments:

e West Lilac Road from Old Highway 395 and Main Street (Impact TR-10);

e Camino Del Rey from Old River Road to West Lilac Road (Impact TR-119);

o Gopher Canyon Road from E. Vista Way to Little Gopher Canyon Road -15-SB

Ramps-(Impact TR-1210);

e Gopher Canyon Road from Little Gopher Canyon Road to I-15 SB Ramps
(Impact TR-13);

o E. Vista Way from SR-76 to Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-1411);

o E. Vista Way from Gopher Canyon Road to Osborne Street (Impact TR-1512);
o Pankey Road from Pala Mesa Drive to SR-76 (Impact TR-1613);

e Lilac Road from Old Castle Road to Anthony Road (Impact TR-1714); and

e Cole Grade Road from Fruitvale Road to Valley Center Road (Impact TR-1815).
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Intersections
The project would have a significant cumulative impact to these 43-11 intersections:

e E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-1916);
4 Ri JE i E )
" i I . | E )
e SR-76/0ld Highway 395 (Impact TR-2019);
o SR-76/Pankey Road (Impact TR-2120);
e Old Highway 395/E. Dulin Road (Impact TR-2221);
e Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road (Impact TR-2322);
e |-15 SB Ramps/Old Highway 395 (Impact TR-2423);
¢ |-15 NB Ramps/Old Highway 395 (Impact TR-2524);
e Old Highway 395/Circle R Drive (Impact TR-2625);
e |-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-2726);
e |-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-282%); and
o Miller Road/Valley Center Road (Impact TR-2928)

Two-Lane Highway

All segments along Old Highway 395 within the study area would continue to operate at
acceptable levels under cumulative conditions. Impacts would be less than significant.

Freeway Segments

The project would have a significant cumulative impact to the following 8 I-15 freeway
segments:

¢ Between Riverside County Boundary and Old Highway 395 (Impact TR-3029);

e Between Old Highway 395 and SR-76 (Impact TR-3130);

e Between SR-76 and Old Highway 395 (Impact TR-323%);

o Between Old Highway 395 and Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-3332);

o Between Gopher Canyon Road and Deer Springs Road (Impact TR-3433);

o Between Deer Springs Road and Centre City Parkway (Impact TR-3534);

o Between Centre City Parkway and El Norte Parkway (Impact TR-3635); and
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e Between El Norte Parkway and SR-78 (Impact TR-3736)
2.3.4.2 Transportation Hazard

The project would comply with applicable regulations and would not result in a significant
traffic hazard. Sight distance is adequate, except for the intersection of Covey Lane and
West Lilac Road. As shown in the Sight Distance Analysis (attached as Appendix C-1),
per the County sight distance requirements, the minimum corner_intersection sight
distance is 480 feet for a prevailing speed of 48 miles per hour, and 400 feet for a
prevailing speed of 40 miles per hour. The existing maximum line of sight at the
intersection of Covey Lane and West Lilac Road is 330 feet. A line-of-sight distance of
480 feet would be achieved by grading and clearing on property APN 129-190-44. This
area is comprised of ornamental trees and a number of coast live oaks. The bank would
be lowered and a number of the oak trees would need to be trimmed back, i.e.,
removed. (Please refer to subchapter 2.5 for a discussion of biological impacts.)

Standard County conditions of approval for a Tentative Map require all street
intersections to conform to the intersectional sight distance criteria of the Public Road
Standards of the Department of Public Works. The project proponent would therefore,
request an off-site clear space easement from the property owners. Should an easement
not be granted, the County would acquire the sight distance by condemnation through
funds provided by the project applicant. Likewise a clear space easement would be

requwed at Mountaln Rldqe Road at Clrcle R Dr|ve Ihe—bankeea#d—mqw#e—sh&wng—and

hazards would be less than significant.
2.3.4.3 Public Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities

The project would provide bicycle and pedestrian facilities consistent with regulations. A
lot would also be provided for a public transit station and public transit along streets
would not be precluded. Thus, the impact to public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian
facilities would be less than significant.

2.3.5 Mitigation
2.3.5.1 Circulation System Operations

This section lists the significant impacts identified under each scenario (e.q., EXisting
Plus Project (Traffic Scenario A), Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario B), etc.),
followed by the recommended mitigation measure. A table listing all of the project's
significant _impacts, with _corresponding _mitigation _measures, is _presented in
Section 2.3.6, Conclusion.

Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario A)

The project (Traffic Scenario A) would have significant direct impacts on one roadway
segment and one intersection within the study area. The improvements described below
would mitigate the identified direct traffic impacts.
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Roadway Segment and Intersection

To mitigate the project Impacts TR-1 (Gopher Canyon Road segment between East
Vista Way and the 1-15 southbound ramps) and TR-2 (East Vista Way/Gopher Canyon
Road intersection), the project would implement the following mitigation:

M-TR-1: Prior to recordation of the Final Map associated with the 238th EDU of the
Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan, the applicant, or its designee, shall install
a_dedicated right-turn_lane at the westbound Gopher Canyon Road
approach of the East Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road intersection.

Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario B)

The project (Traffic Scenario B) would have significant direct impacts to one roadway
segment and three intersections within the study area. The improvements described
below would mitigate the identified direct traffic impacts.

Roadway Segments

The project (Traffic Scenario B) would implement M-TR-1 (see above) to mitigate Impact
TR-1.

Intersections

The project (Traffic Scenario B) would implement M-TR-1 (see above) to mitigate Impact
TR-2.

To mitigate project Impacts TR-3 (I-15 Southbound Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road) and
TR-4 (I-15 Northbound Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road), the project shall implement the
following mitigation:

M-TR-2%. Prior to the-recordation of the Final Map associated with the istEDUof
Phase-4-(ifconstructionfolows-the proposed-Phasing-Plan)-orthe-363rd
EDU of the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan, the applicant or its designee
shall, contingent upon Caltrans approval, either: (1) a install traffic signals
at the 1-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road_intersection, or (2) enter into
an agreement with Caltrans whereby the applicant or its designee would
provide funding equivalent to the cost to install a traffic signal at the 1-15
SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road intersection and Caltrans would agree
to install such signal prior to recordation of the Final Map associated with
the 363rd EDU of the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan.

M-TR-32: Prior to the-recordation of the Final Map associated with the-1st EDUof
Phase-4-{if-constructionfolows-the proposed-Phasing-Plan)-or-the 363rd
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EDU of the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan, the applicant_or its designee
shall,_contingent upon Caltrans approval, either (1) a install traffic signals
at_the 1-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road intersection, or (2) enter into
an agreement with Caltrans whereby the applicant or its designee would
provide funding equivalent to the cost to install a traffic signal at the I-15
NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road intersection and Caltrans would agree
to install such signal prior to recordation of the Final Map associated with
the 363rd EDU of the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan.

As described in subchapter 2.3.6 below, the improvements included in M-TR-2 and M-
TR-3 are under the jurisdiction and control of Caltrans and there is no assurance that
Caltrans would approve the implementation of the recommended improvements or that
the improvements will be completed in time to avoid the significant impacts at the Impact
TR-3 and TR-4 locations. Thus, Mitigation Measures M-TR-2 and M-TR-3 are deemed
infeasible and Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 are considered significant and unavoidable.

Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario C)

The project (Traffic Scenario C) would have significant direct impacts on three study
area roadway segments and ere-four intersections within the study area. No significant
impacts to two-lane highways or freeways would occur under the Exiting Plus Project
(Traffic Scenario C) condition. The fellewing-improvements described below would be
reguired-implemented to mitigate the identified traffic impacts.:

Roadway Segments

To mitigate the project (Traffic Scenario C) Impact TR-1, M-TR-1 (see above) would be
implemented.

To mitigate project Impact TR-5 (West Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main
Street), the project would implement the following:

M-TR-43: Prior to the-recordation of the Final Map associated with the 929th EDU of
the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan, the applicant, or its designee, shall
improve West Lilac Road between Old Highway 395 and Main Street to
meet the General Plan Mobility Element classification of 2.2C, subject to
exceptions as approved by the County.

To mitigate project Impact TR-6 (East Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and
Osborne Street), the project would implement the following:

M-TR-5: Prior to recordation of the Final Map associated with the 476th EDU of the
Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan, the applicant, or its designee, shall install
of a dedicated right-turn lane at the northbound E. Vista Way approach of
the East Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road intersection.
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Intersections

As described for the project in the Traffic Scenario A analysis above, the project (Traffic
Scenario C) would implement M-TR-1 to mitigate Impact TR-2. As described above, M-
TR-2 and M-TR-3 would provide mitigation for Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 if implemented,
but, for the reasons previously explained, are considered infeasible.

To mitigate project Impact TR-7 (Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road), the project would
implement the following:

M-TR-64: Prior to the-recordation of the Final Map associated with the 585" EDU of
the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan, the applicant, or its designee, shall
signalize the Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road intersection and construct
a left-turn lane at the westbound West Lilac Road intersection approach

to the installtraffic—signals at—OIld Highway 395/West Lilac Road
intersection.

Existing Plus Project (Preject-Traffic Scenario D)

The project_(Traffic Scenario D) would have significant direct impacts on three roadway
segments _and one-five intersections. No_significant _impacts to two-lane highways,
freeways would occur under the Exiting Plus Project (Traffic Scenario D) condition. The
fellewing—improvements_described below would be—reguired—to—mitigate the identified
traffic impacts.:

Roadway Segments

To mitigate the project (Traffic Scenario D) Impacts TR-1, TR-5, TR-6, the project would
implement M-TR-1, M-TR-4, and M-TR-5 (see above).

Intersections

To mitigate the project (Traffic Scenario D) Impacts TR-2 and TR-7, the project would
implement M-TR-1, and M-TR-6 (see above). As described above, M-TR-2 and M-TR-3
would provide mitigation for Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 if implemented, but, for the reasons
previously explained, are considered infeasible.

To mitigate project Impact TR-8 (Old Highway 395/Circle R Drive), the project would
implement the following:

M-TR-75: Prior to the-recordation of the Final Map with_associated with the 121%
EDBU-in{Phases4-and-5),—or1,132-1,220" tetal-EDU_of the Lilac Hills

Ranch Specific Plan, the applicant, or_its designee, shall install a_traffic

signals at the Old Highway 395/Circle R Drive intersection.
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Existing Plus Project (PrejectTraffic Scenario E, Build-out)

The project (Traffic Scenario E) would have a significant direct impact on ene-four study
area roadway segment_and five intersections in the study area. No significant impacts to
roadway—segments.—intersections; two-lane—lane roads;_or freeways segments—or
intersections-would occur under the exiting plus project (Traffic Scenario E, Build-out)
condition.

Roadway Segments

To mitigate the project (Traffic Scenario E) Impacts TR-1, TR-5, TR-6, the project would
implement M-TR-1, M-TR-4, and M-TR-5 (see above).

To mitigate project Impact TR-9 (E. Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon
Road), the project would implement measures M-TR-1 and M-TR-5.

Intersections

To mitigate the project (Traffic Scenario E) Impacts TR-2, TR-7, and TR-8, the project
would implement M-TR-1, M-TR-6, and M-TR-7 (see above). As described above, M-
TR-2 and M-TR-3 would provide mitigation for Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 if implemented,
but, for the reasons previously explained, are considered infeasible.

Existing Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project

Roadway Segments

The project would have a significant cumulative impact to six-nine roadway segments.
To mitigate for significant cumulative roadway segment Impact TR-10, the project would
implement M-TR-4 and M-TR-6 identified above that require improvements to West Lilac

Road between Old Highway 395 and Main Street and the Old Highway 395/West Lilac
Road intersection.

The following mitigation measure would be-reguired-to-mitigate the significant cumulative
trafflc +mpaets4&lmpacts TR-11, TR-13, TR 14, TR- 15 and TR 18. IR-Q—'FR-%O—'FR—i—l—

M-TR-86: Prior to issuance of any building permit for new structures within the Lilac

Hills Ranch Specific Plan, eumulative—impacts—to—roadways—shall-be
mitigated-through—payment-the applicant, or its designee, shall pay all

applicable fees to the TIF Program, which should be updated to include
the changes to the Land Use and Mobility Elements proposed by the
project.

Cumulative Impact TR-12 would be mitigated by constructing Gopher Canyon Road from
E. Vista Way to Little Gopher Canyon Road to a Mobility Element 4.1B classification.
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However, as described further in subchapter 2.3.6 below, such mitigation is infeasible
because it would not be proportional to the project impact, and is, therefore, infeasible.

To mitigate for TR-16, the project would need to construct Pankey Road from Pala Mesa
Drive to SR-76 to a Mobility Element 4.2B classification. However, as described further
in_subchapter 2.3.6 below, such mitigation is infeasible because it would not be
proportional to the project impact, and is, therefore, infeasible.

To mitigate for TR-17, the following would be implemented:

M-TR-9: Prior to issuance of any building permit for new structures within the Lilac
Hills Ranch Specific Plan, the applicant or its designee shall construct
intermittent turn lanes at all major access locations along Lilac Road from
Old Castle Road to Anthony Road, including the segment between
Robles Lane and Cumbres Road, and the intersection of Sierra Rojo
Road and Lilac Road.

Intersections

The project would have a significant cumulative impact to £3-11 intersections.

M-TR-86, identified above, would mitigate the significant cumulative traffic impacts—to
Impacts TR-19, TR-23, TR-24, TR-25, TR-27, and TR-28. FR-16FR-17TR-18,TR-20;
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The intersections of SR-76 and Old Highway 395 (Impact TR-20), and SR 76 and

Pankey Road (Impact TR-21) are Caltrans’ facilities over which the County has no
jurisdiction. To mitigate project Impact TR-20, the following improvements would be
necessary: convert the current northbound left-through-right shared lane to a northbound
through lane, add one dedicated northbound left-turn lane and one dedicated
northbound right-turn lane at the Old Highway 395 northbound approach, convert the
current southbound left-through-right shared lane to a southbound through-right shared
lane _and add two dedicated southbound left-turn lanes at the OIld Highway 395
southbound approach, convert the current eastbound through-right shared lane to an
eastbound through lane, add one eastbound right-turn lane at the SR-76 approach and
convert the current traffic signal phasing from northbound and southbound split phasing
to a protected phase. However, this intersection is not under the jurisdiction and control
of the County; it is a Caltrans controlled facility. Moreover, there is no Caltrans’ project,
funding, or program to improve this intersection to which the applicant could make a fair-
share contribution. Therefore, because improvements necessary to reduce these
significant _cumulative impacts are the responsibility of another jurisdiction, and no
program is available to which the applicant could make a fair-share contribution, no
feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce the significant cumulative impacts
to this intersection. Refer to subchapter 2.3.6 below for additional information.

To mitigate project Impact TR-21, the following improvements would be necessary:
signalize the intersection, convert the current northbound left-through-right shared lane
to_a northbound through lane, add two dedicated northbound left-turn lanes, and one
dedicated northbound right-turn lane at the Pankey Road approach, convert the current
southbound left-through-right shared lane to a southbound through lane, add one
dedicated southbound left-turn lane, and two dedicated southbound right-turn lanes with
an overlap signal phasing at the Pankey Road approach, convert the current eastbound
through-right shared lane to a through lane, add one dedicated eastbound left-turn lane
and right-turn lane at the SR-76 EB approach, convert the current westbound through-
right shared lane to a westbound through lane and add one westbound right-turn lane at
the SR-76 WB approach. However, this intersection is not under the jurisdiction and
control of the County; it is a Caltrans controlled facility. Moreover, there is no Caltrans’
project, funding, or program to improve this intersection to which the applicant could
make a fair-share contribution. Therefore, because improvements necessary to reduce
these significant cumulative impacts are the responsibility of another jurisdiction, and no
program _is available to which the applicant could make a fair-share contribution, no
feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce the significant cumulative impacts
to this intersection. Refer to subchapter 2.3.6 below for additional information.

Impact TR-22 would be mitigated by the following measure:

M-TR-108:

{b) Prior to issuance of any building permit for new structures within

the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan, the applicant or its designee shall
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cconstruct—er—agree—to—construct a traffic signals at the Old Highway
395/East Dulin Road intersectionthese-intersections.

Impact TR-26 would be mitigated by M-TR-7 (Old Highway 395/Circle R Drive
intersection signalization).

Impact TR-29 would be mitigated by the following measure:

M-TR-11: Prior to issuance of any building permit for new structures within the Lilac
Hills Ranch Specific Plan, the applicant or its designee shall construct a
traffic signal at the Miller Road/Valley Center Road intersection.

Freeway Segments

Impacts to eight freeways segments were identified (Impacts TR-3029 through TR-
3736). However, County staff has coordinated with Caltrans, and Caltrans has confirmed
that it has no project, funding or program to improve these segments to which the
applicant could make a fair-share contribution. Therefore, because improvements
necessary to reduce these significant cumulative impacts are the responsibility of
another jurisdiction, and no program is available to which the applicant could make a fair
share contribution, no feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce the
significant cumulative impacts to these freeway segments, and the cumulative freeway

impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. -Caltrans-agrees-with-this-conclusion-

2.3.6 Conclusion

A summary listing of the project’s direct and cumulative significant impacts, and
corresponding mitigation measure, for each Traffic Scenario analysis is provided below
in Tables 2.3-23 and 2.3-24, respectively.
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2.3.6.1 Circulation System Operations

As indicated in Table 2.3-23, the project would result in nine significant direct impacts.
The project would mitigate seven of the nine significant direct impacts to below a level of
significance through the implementation of various roadway improvements. Two of the
project’s direct intersection impacts would remain significant, as those two intersections
are _under Caltrans jurisdiction and the implementation of the recommended
improvements, including the timing of those improvements, cannot be assured. A
detailed analysis of each project impact, mitigation and _significance after mitigation
follows each respective table.

TABLE 2.3-23
DIRECT TRAFFIC IMPACTS AND MITIGATION SUMMARY

Impact | Mitigation
Traffic Scenario A
Impact TR-1: Gopher Canyon Road, M-TR-1: Prior to recordation of the Final Map
between E. Vista Way and |- associated with the 238th equivalent dwelling unit
15 SB Ramps (EDU) of the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan, the
Impact TR-2: E. Vista Way / Gopher applicant, or its designee, shall install a dedicated
Canyon Road right-turn lane at the westbound Gopher Canyon

Road approach of the East Vista Way/Gopher
Canyon Road intersection.

Traffic Scenario B

Impacts TR-1 and TR-2 (see above) M-TR-1 (see above)

Impact TR-3: 1-15 SB Ramps / Gopher M-TR-2: Prior to recordation of the Final Map
Canyon Road (Caltrans) associated with the 363rd EDU of the Lilac Hills

Impact TR-4: 1-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Ranch Specific Plan, the applicant or its designee
Canyon Road (Caltrans) shall, contingent upon Caltrans approval, either:

(1) ainstall traffic signal at the 1-15 SB
Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road intersection, or (2)
enter into an agreement with Caltrans whereby
the applicant or its designee would provide
funding equivalent to the cost to install a traffic
signal at the I-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon
Road intersection and Caltrans would agree to
install such signal prior to recordation of the Final
Map associated with the 363rd EDU of the Lilac
Hills Ranch Specific Plan.

M-TR-3: Prior to recordation of the Final Map
associated with the 363rd EDU of the Lilac Hills
Ranch Specific Plan, the applicant or its designee
shall, contingent upon Caltrans approval, either
(1) a install traffic signal at the 1-15 NB
Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road intersection, or (2)
enter into an agreement with Caltrans whereby
the applicant or its designee would provide
funding equivalent to the cost to install a traffic
signal at the I-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon
Road intersection and Caltrans would agree to
install such signal prior to recordation of the Final
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TABLE 2.3-23
DIRECT TRAFFIC IMPACTS AND MITIGATION SUMMARY

Impact

Mitigation

Map associated with the 363rd EDU of the Lilac
Hills Ranch Specific Plan.

While signalization of these intersections would
mitigate the project impact, such mitigation is
infeasible because these intersections are under
Caltrans jurisdiction.

Traffic Scenario C

Impacts TR-1 and TR-2 (see above)

M-TR-1 (see above)

Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 (see above)

Infeasible (see above)

Impact TR-5: West Lilac Road, between

M-TR-4: Prior to recordation of the Final Map

Old Highway 395 and Main

associated with the 929th EDU of the Lilac Hills

Street

Ranch Specific Plan, the applicant, or its
designee, shall improve West Lilac Road between
Old Highway 395 and Main Street to meet the
General Plan Mobility Element classification of
2.2C, subject to exceptions as approved by the
County.

Impact TR-6: E. Vista Way, between

Gopher Canyon Road and

M-TR-5: Prior to recordation of the Final Map
associated with the 476th EDU of the Lilac Hills

Osborne Street

Ranch Specific Plan, the applicant, or its
designee, shall install of a dedicated right-turn
lane at the northbound E. Vista Way approach of
the East Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road
intersection.

Impact TR-7:  Old Highway 395/West Lilac

M-TR-6: Prior to recordation of the Final Map

Road (County)

associated with the 585" EDU of the Lilac Hills
Ranch Specific Plan, the applicant, or its
designee, shall signalize the Old Highway
395/West Lilac Road intersection and construct a
left-turn lane at the westbound West Lilac Road
intersection approach to the Old Highway
395/West Lilac Road intersection.

Traffic Scenario D

Impacts TR-1, TR-2, TR-5, TR-6, and TR-7
(see above)

M-TR-1, M-TR-4, M-TR-5, and M-TR-6 (see
above)

Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 (see above)

Infeasible (see above)

Impact TR-8: Old Highway 395 / Circle R

M-TR-7: Prior to recordation of the Final Map with

Drive (County)

associated with the 1,220™ EDU of the Lilac Hills
Ranch Specific Plan, the applicant, or its
designee, shall install a traffic signal at the Old
Highway 395/Circle R Drive intersection.

Traffic Scenario E (Build-out)

Impacts TR-1, TR-2, TR-5, TR-6, TR-7, and
TR-8 (see above)

M-TR-1, M-TR-4, M-TR-5, M-TR-6, and
M-TR-7 (see above)

Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 (see above)

Infeasible (see above)

Impact TR-9: E. Vista Way, between SR-76

M-TR-1 and M-TR-5 (see above)

and Gopher Canyon Road
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Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario A)

The project would have a direct significant impact at one intersection and one roadway
segment in Traffic Scenario A:

e |Impact TR-1: Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and I-15 SB Ramps;
and

e |Impact TR-2: E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road.

These impacts would be mitigated by M-TR-1, which requires the installation of a
dedicated right-turn lane at the westbound Gopher Canyon Road approach to the East
Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road intersection prior to the recordation of the Final Map
associated with the 238" EDU (see Appendix E, Figure 5-4). As shown by the arterial
analysis (see Appendix E, Table 5.6), the implementation of M-TR-1 would increase the
travel speed in the AM peak hour and maintain the PM peak hour travel speed relative to
the Existing Conditions. Thus, M-TR-1 would mitigate Impact TR-1. The intersection
analysis (see Appendix E, Table 5.7) shows that implementation of M-TR-1 would
reduce the Traffic Scenario A delay to below the Existing Conditions, thereby mitigating
the project’'s E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-2) impact to below a level
of significance.

All Readway-Segments-intersectionsFwo-Lane-Reads-two-lane highways and freeway

segments and-Ramp-trtersections-would operate at acceptable levels under the Existing
Plus Project (Traffic Scenario A) conditions. Thus, Traffic Scenario A itmpacts to those

facilities would be less than significant.

Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario B)

The project (Traffic Scenario B) would have a direct significant impact at one roadway
segment and threetwse intersections as follows:

e Impact TR-1: Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and I-15 SB Ramps;

e Impact TR-2: E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road;

o Impact TR-32: I-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road intersection; and
e Impact TR-42: I-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road intersection.

Impacts TR-1 and TR-2 would be mitigated through M-TR-1, as described above. As
shown by the arterial analysis (see Appendix E, Table 5.10), the implementation of M-
TR-1 would increase the travel speed in the AM peak hour and maintain the PM peak
hour travel speed relative to the Existing Conditions. Thus, M-TR-1 would mitigate
Impact TR-1. The intersection analysis (see Appendix E, Table 5.11) shows that
implementation of M-TR-1 would reduce the Traffic Scenario B delay to below the
Existing Conditions, thereby mitigating the project’s E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road
(Impact TR-2) impact to below a level of significance.

Fhese-ilmpacts_TR-3 and TR-4 cwould be mitigated through M-TR-2-2 and M-TR-23,
which would require the installation of a traffic signal at each of these locations, as it
would improve traffic flow to acceptable levels (see Appendix E, Table 5.15). However,
such improvements necessary to reduce these significant direct impacts are the
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responsibility of another jurisdiction (Caltrans) and it cannot be guaranteed that Caltrans
would implement the recommended improvements or that the improvements would be
completed in time to avoid the significant project impacts. Thus, impacts TR-3 and TR-4

would remain significant and unavoidable.

No significant impacts to roadway segments, two lane highways, or freeway segments o
tnterseetions-would occur under the Exiting Plus Project (Traffic Scenario B) condition.

Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario C)

The project (Traffic Scenario C) would have a direct significant impact on three roadway
segments as follows:

e Impact TR-53: West Lilac Road between Old Highway 395 and Main Street;
e Impact TR-14: Gopher Canyon Road between E. Vista Way and I-15 SB; and
¢ Impact TR-65: E. Vista Way between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street.

Impact TR-1 would be mitigated through M-TR-1, as described above. As shown by the
arterial analysis (see Appendix E, Table 5.18), the implementation of M-TR-1 would
increase the travel speed in the AM peak hour and maintain the PM peak hour travel
speed relative to the Existing Conditions. Thus, M-TR-1 would mitigate Impact TR-1.

Impact TR-53 shall be mitigated through M-TR-43, which would require widening of the
West Lilac Road segment between Old Highway 395 and Main Street to its current
classification as a Mobility Element 2.2C road, subject to exceptions as approved by the
County. The road widening to a 2.2C road would increase the capacity and allow the
road to function at an acceptable LOS of D after the addition of traffic generated by this
phase of the project. Therefore, {implementation of M-TR-43 would reduce the direct
limpact TR-5 to less than significant.

Impact TR-6 would be mitigated through M-TR-5, which requires the provision of a
dedicated right-turn lane at the northbound approach of Gopher Canyon Road/East Vista
Way intersection (see Appendix E Figure 5-4). Arterial _analysis shows the
implementation of this mitigation would improve the AM/PM peak hour average travel
speed at E. Vista Way between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street, relative to
the Existing Conditions (see Appendix E, Table 5.23). Thus, mitigation M-TR-5 would
mitigate the project (Traffic Scenario D) TR-6 impact.
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The project (Traffic Scenario C) would have a direct significant impact on ene—four

intersections as follows:

e Impact TR-2: E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road;

e Impact TR-3: I-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road intersection;

e Impact TR-4: I-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road intersection; and
e Impact TR-67: Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road.

Impact TR-2 would be mitigated through M-TR-1, as described above. The intersection
analysis (see Appendix E, Tables 5.19 and 5.24) shows that implementation of M-TR-1
would reduce the Traffic Scenario C delay to below the Existing Conditions, thereby
mitigating the project’'s E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-2) impact to
below a level of significance.

Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 could be mitigated through the installation of a traffic signal at
each of these locations (M-TR-2 and M-TR-3), as it would improve traffic flow to
acceptable levels (see Appendix E, Table 5.24). However, such improvements
necessary to reduce these significant direct impacts are the responsibility of another
jurisdiction (Caltrans) and it cannot be gquaranteed that Caltrans would implement the
recommended improvements or that the improvements would be completed in time to
avoid the significant project impacts. Thus, impacts TR-3 and TR-4 would remain
significant and unavoidable.

Fhisilmpact TR-7 would be mitigated by M-TR-46, which would require the installation of
a traffic signal and construction of a left-turn lane at the westbound West Lilac Road
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approachat-thislecation. The traffic signal and turn lane would provide steady regulation
of traffic flow at this location, reducing intersection delay and improving operations to
acceptable LOS C (see Appendix E, Table 5.24). and-thereby-mitigating-the-impact:
Thus, itmplementation of M-TR-4-6 willwould reduce the direct iimpact TR-7 to less than
significant.

No significant impacts to two lane roads, or freeway segments e+rintersectiohs-would
occur under the Exiting Plus Project (Traffic Scenario C) condition.

Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario D)

The project (Traffic Scenario D) would have a direct significant impact on three roadway
segments as follows:

e Impact TR-1: Gopher Canyon Road between E. Vista Way and [-15 SB;

e Impact TR-5: West Lilac Road between Old Highway 395 and Main Street; and

e |Impact TR-6: E. Vista Way between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street.

Impacts TR-1 and TR-6 would be mitigated through M-TR-1 and M-TR-5. As shown by
the arterial analysis (see Appendix E, Table 5.27), the implementation of M-TR-1 and M-
TR-5 would improve or maintain the travel speeds for both the impacted TR-1 and TR-6
segments. Thus, M-TR-1 and M-TR-5 would mitigate Impacts TR-1 and TR-6.

Impact TR-5 shall be mitigated through M-TR-4, which would require widening of the
West Lilac Road segment between Old Highway 395 and Main Street to its current
classification as a Mobility Element 2.2C road, subject to exceptions as approved by the
County. The road widening to a 2.2C road would increase the capacity and allow the
road to function at an acceptable LOS of D after the addition of traffic generated by this
phase of the project (see Appendix E, Table 5.26). Therefore, implementation of M-TR-4
would reduce the direct Impact TR-5 to less than significant.

The project (Traffic Scenario D) would have a-significant direct impacts at ene-five
intersections:

e |Impact TR-2: E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road;

e |Impact TR-3: I-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road intersection;

e |Impact TR-4: 1-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road intersection;
e |Impact TR-7: Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road; and
¢ Impact TR-8%: Old Highway 395/Circle R Drive.

Impact TR-2 would be mitigated through M-TR-1 and M-TR-5. The intersection analysis
(see Appendix E, Table 5.28) shows that implementation of M-TR-1 and M-TR-5 would
reduce the Traffic Scenario D delay to below the Existing Conditions, thereby mitigating
the project’'s E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-2) impact to below a level
of significance.

Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 could be mitigated through the installation of a traffic signal at
each of these locations (M-TR-2 and M-TR-3), as it would improve traffic flow to
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acceptable levels (see Appendix E, Table 5.32). However, such improvements
necessary to reduce these significant direct impacts are the responsibility of another
jurisdiction (Caltrans) and it cannot be guaranteed that Caltrans would implement the
recommended improvements or that the improvements would be completed in time to
avoid the significant project impacts. Thus, impacts TR-3 and TR-4 would remain
significant and unavoidable.

Impact TR-7 would be mitigated by M-TR-6, which would improve operations to
acceptable levels (see Appendix E, Table 5.28). Thus, implementation of M-TR-4 would
reduce the direct Impact TR-7 to less than significant.

The iimpact TR-8 would be mitigated by M-TR-75, which would require the installation of
a traffic signal at this location. The traffic signal would provide steady regulation of traffic
flow reducing intersection delay and improving intersection operations to acceptable
levels (see Appendix E, Table 5.32).and—thereby—mitigating—the—impaet: Thus,
itmplementation of M-TR-75 would reduce the direct limpact TR-8 to less than
significant.

No significant impacts to readway-segments;-two lane highways, or freeway segments or
tnterseetions-would occur under the Exiting Plus Project (Traffic Scenario D) condition.

Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario E, Build out)

The project (Traffic Scenario E) would have a significant direct impact at enre—four
roadway segments:

e Impact TR-1: Gopher Canyon Road between E. Vista Way and |-15 SB;

e Impact TR-5: West Lilac Road between Old Highway 395 and Main Street;

e Impact TR-6: E. Vista Way between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street;
and

e Impact TR-98: E. Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon Road.

Impacts TR-1 and TR-6 would be mitigated through M-TR-1 and M-TR-5. As shown by
the arterial analysis (see Appendix E, Table 5.35), the implementation of M-TR-1 and M-
TR-5 would improve or maintain the travel speeds for both the impacted TR-1 and TR-6
segments. Thus, M-TR-1 and M-TR-5 would mitigate Impacts TR-1 and TR-6.

Impact TR-5 shall be mitigated through M-TR-4, which would improve road to function to
an _acceptable LOS after the addition of traffic generated by this phase of the project
(see Appendix E, Table 5.34). Therefore, implementation of M-TR-4 would reduce the
direct Impact TR-5 to less than significant.

Impact TR-9 would be mitigated by M-TR-1 and M-TR-5. As shown by the arterial
analysis (see Appendix E, Table 5.40), the implementation of this mitigation would
increase the travel speed along this segment relative to the Existing Conditions. This
would result in an increase of traffic flow through this segment and improve operations
relative to the Existing Conditions. Thus, M-TR-1 and M-TR-5 would mitigate Impact
TR-9 to below a level of significance.
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The project (Traffic Scenario E) would have significant direct impacts at five
intersections:

e |Impact TR-2: E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road;

e |Impact TR-3: I-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road intersection;

e Impact TR-4: 1-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road intersection;
e Impact TR-7: Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road; and
e |mpact TR-8: Old Highway 395/Circle R Drive.

Impact TR-2 would be mitigated through M-TR-1 and M-TR-3. The intersection analysis
(see Appendix E, Table 5.36) shows that implementation of M-TR-1 and M-TR-3 would
reduce the Traffic Scenario E delay to below the Existing Conditions, thereby mitigating
the project's E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-2) impact to below a level
of significance.

Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 could be mitigated through the installation of a traffic signal at
each of these locations (M-TR-2 and M-TR-3), as it would improve traffic flow to
acceptable levels (see Appendix E, Table 5.41). However, such improvements
necessary to reduce these significant direct impacts are the responsibility of another
jurisdiction (Caltrans) and it cannot be guaranteed that Caltrans would implement the
recommended improvements or that the improvements would be completed in time to
avoid the significant project impacts. Thus, impacts TR-3 and TR-4 would remain
significant and unavoidable.

Impact TR-7 would be mitigated by M-TR-6, which would improve operations to
acceptable levels (see Appendix E, Table 5.36). Thus, implementation of M-TR-6 would
reduce the direct Impact TR-7 to less than significant.

The Impact TR-8 would be mitigated by M-TR-7, which would require the installation of a
traffic signal at this location. The traffic signal would provide steady requlation of traffic
flow reducing intersection delay and improving intersection operations to acceptable
levels (see Appendix E, Table 5.36). Thus, implementation of M-TR-7 would reduce the
direct Impact TR-8 to less than significant.
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No significant impacts to_-intersections—two-lane highways, or freeway segments—er
tntersections would occur under the Exiting Plus Project (Traffic Scenario E, Build-out)
condition.

Existing Plus Cumulative Projects Plus Project

As indicated in Table 2.3-24 below, the project would contribute to 28 significant
cumulative traffic impacts. The project would mitigate 16 of the cumulative impacts to
below a level of significance through payment into the TIF Program or the completion of
roadway improvements. The remaining 12 significant cumulative impacts would be
unavoidable, as mitigation is infeasible because there is no _mechanism in place to
provide a contribution towards improvements to those facilities and it cannot be
guaranteed that improvements to those facilities required to mitigate the impacts would
be approved by Caltrans. A detailed analysis of each project impact and mitigation is
provided below.

TABLE 2.3-24
CUMULATIVE TRAFFIC IMPACTS AND MITIGATION SUMMARY

Impact

Mitigation

Impact TR-10: W. Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 and
Main Street

M-TR-4 and M-TR-6 (see above)

Impact TR-11: Camino Del Rey, Old River Road and

M-TR-8: Prior to issuance of any building permit for

West Lilac Road

new structures within the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific
Plan, the applicant, or its designee, shall pay all
applicable fees to the TIF Program, which the
County should be updates to include the changes
to the Land Use and Mobility Elements proposed
by the project.

Impact TR-12: Gopher Canyon Road, E. Vista Way

While improvement of this segment to a 4.1B

to Little Gopher Canyon Road

classification would mitigate the project impact,
such mitigation is infeasible.

Impact TR-13: Gopher Canyon Road, Little Gopher
Canyon Road to I-15 SB Ramps

M-TR-8 (see above)

Impact TR-14: E. Vista Way between SR-76 and
Gopher Canyon Road

M-TR-8 (see above)

Impact TR-15: E. Vista Way between Gopher
Canyon Road and Osborne Street

M-TR-8 (see above)

Impact TR-16: Pankey Road between Pala Mesa

While improvement of this segment to a 4.2B

Drive and SR-76

classification would mitigate the project impact,
such mitigation is infeasible.

Impact TR-17: Lilac Road between Old Castle Road

M-TR-9: Prior to issuance of any building permit for

and Anthony Road

new structures within the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific
Plan, the applicant or its designee shall construct
intermittent turn lanes at all major access locations
along Lilac Road from Old Castle Road to Anthony
Road, including the segment between Robles Lane
and Cumbres Road, and the intersection of Sierra
Rojo Road and Lilac Road.
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TABLE 2.3-24
CUMULATIVE TRAFFIC IMPACTS AND MITIGATION SUMMARY
(continued)

Impact Mitigation

Impact TR-18: Cole Grade Road, between Fruitvale M-TR-8 (see above)
Road and Valley Center Road

Impact TR-19: E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road M-TR-8 (see above)

Impact TR-20: SR-76/0ld Highway 395 (Caltrans) While intersection improvements would reduce

Impact TR-21: SR-76/Pankey Road (Caltrans) these project impacts to below a level of
significance, such mitigation is infeasible because
these intersections are under Caltrans jurisdiction.-

Impact TR-22: Old Highway 395/E. Dulin Road M-TR-10: Prior to issuance of any building permit
for new structures within the Lilac Hills Ranch
Specific Plan, the applicant or its designee shall
construct a traffic signal at the Old Highway
395/East Dulin Road intersection.

Impact TR-23: Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road M-TR-8 (see above)

Impact TR-24: |-15 SB Ramps/Old Highway 395 M-TR-8 (see above)
(Caltrans)

Impact TR-25: 1-15 SB Ramps/Old Highway 395 M-TR-8 (see above)
(Caltrans)

Impact TR-26: Old Highway 395/Circle R Drive M-TR-5 (see above)

Impact TR-27: 1-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road M-TR-8 (see above)
(Caltrans)

Impact TR-28: 1-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road M-TR-8 (see above)
(Caltrans)

Impact TR-29: Miller Road/Valley Center Road M-TR-11: Prior to issuance of any building permit
for new structures within the Lilac Hills Ranch
Specific Plan, the applicant or its designee shall
construct a traffic signal at the Miller Road/Valley
Center Road intersection.

Impact TR-30: I-15 between Riverside County
Boundary and Old Highway 395

Impact TR-31: I-15 between Old Highway 395 and
SR-76

| t TR-32: |-15 bet SR-76 and Old High . .
mpac 395 eween an ey While there are plans to widen |-15 between

Impact TR-33: I-15 between Old Highway 395 and 5{:‘:5&?;%35?52%} ar;(itiRtﬁgéhiztrmoiiun:géqate
Gopher Canyon Road bacts,

- funding for the improvement and there is no
Impact TR-34: |-15 between _Gopher Canyon Road mechanism in place to provide contributions to the
and Deer Springs Road

- = improvement. Ultimately, mitigation is infeasible
Impact TR-35: 1-15 betwgen Deer Springs Road and because the I1-15 is under Caltrans jurisdiction.
Centre City Parkway

Impact TR-36: 1-15 between Centre City Parkway and
El Norte Parkway

Impact TR-37: 1-15 between El Norte Parkway and
SR-78

Roadway Segments

The project would have a significant cumulative impact to seven—nine roadway |
segments:

e Impact TR-10: W. Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street;
e Impact TR-119: Camino Del Rey, from Old River Road to West Lilac Road;
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e Impact TR-1210: Gopher Canyon Road, E. Vista Way to Little Gopher Canyon
Roadi-15-SB-Ramps;

e |mpact TR-13: Gopher Canyon Road, Little Gopher Canyon Road to I-15 SB
Ramps;

e Impact TR-144%: E. Vista Way, from SR-76 to Gopher Canyon Road;

e Impact TR-1522: E. Vista Way, from Gopher Canyon Road to Osborne Street;
e Impact TR-1613: Pankey Road, from Pala Mesa Drive to SR-76;

e Impact TR-1724: Lilac Road, from Old Castle Road to Anthony Road; and

e Impact TR-1815: Cole Grade Road, between Fruitvale Road and Valley Center
Road.

To mitigate cumulative Impact TR-10, the project would implement M-TR-4
(improvement to 2.2C classification) and M-TR-6 (West Lilac Road/Old Highway 395
intersection signalization and addition of a left-turn lane at the westbound approach).
The arterial analysis shows that the West Lilac Road segment between Old Highway
395 and Main Street would operate acceptably after the implementation of M-TR-4 and
M-TR-6 (see Appendix E, Table 6.7). In addition, the project includes roundabouts along
this segment that increase the capacity of the intersections beyond the traffic expected
in_the cumulative plus project condition. Thus, TR-10 would be mitigated to below a
level of significance by M-TR-4 and M-TR-6.

Impacts TR-11, TR-13, TR-14, TR-15,9-through-TR-12; and TR-185 would be mitigated
through M-TR-86 which requires the applicant to participate in the TIF Program. The TIF
Program was specifically designed to address cumulative impacts. The TIF Program
includes road improvements required to provide adequate circulation through Year 2030.
Required improvements are specified and funds are collected from projects to pay for
the road improvements. Since the TIF Program was designed to address cumulative
traffic impacts, participation in the TIF Program constitutes effective and adequate
mitigation for cumulative traffic impacts. These identified roadway segments are
included in the TIF and payment of the TIF fees would mitigate the cumulative impact.
Therefore, payment of TIF fees would reduce these cumulative impacts to less than
significant.

Impacts TR-12, TR-163 and TR-1724 affect roadway segments that are not currently
mcluded in the TIF Program Iheilil-llus—desngeﬁe—be—updated%peﬂeepehanges—te#re

paymem—temem;PFeg;am—These cumulatlve impacts would be mlthated bv prowdlnq

physical improvements as feasible that would, at a minimum, lessen the impact
proportional to the project impact.

While Impact TR-12 would be mitigated by constructing this segment of Gopher Canyon
Road to Mobility Element 4.1B classification, such mitigation is infeasible because the
mitigation would not be proportional to the project impact. The proposed project
contributes approximately 3.5 percent of the total trips to this road segment in the
cumulative traffic condition. The cost of improving this 1.2-mile segment would be $8.5
million (equivalent to $7,097,000/mile) according to the County of San Diego TIF Update
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Facilities Cost Analysis (2012). The project’s small contribution to the cumulative
condition would not be roughly proportional to the cost of mitigation of improving this
segment of Gopher Canyon Road to a 4.1B classification. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.4(a)(4)(B), mitigation measures must be roughly proportional to the
environmental impacts caused by the project. Therefore, because the project’s
contribution to the cumulative traffic _condition is _not roughly proportional to the
improvements required to mitigate the impact, conditioning this project to _construct the
road improvements is not feasible under CEQA, and the impact would remain significant
and unavoidable. There are no other feasible mitigation measures to mitigate this
cumulative impact since the projected daily traffic volume along this segment would far
exceed the threshold for a 2-lane roadway and, therefore, construction to Mobility
Element 4.1B classification is necessary.

attematwe—mtﬁgatlen—measwe—tepAs W|th Impact TR 12, Impact TR 163 would be te
mitigated by constructing Pankey Road from Pala Mesa Drive to SR-76 to Mobility

Element 4.2B classification, such mitigation is infeasible because it would not be

proportlonal to the pr0|ect |mpact However—the PankeyRoad-segmentis—already

stm—bemg—ptﬂeeessed—l;mthepmeteﬂhe proposed prOJect contrlbutes approxmately

5.2 percent of the total trips to this road segment in the cumulative traffic condition. The

cost of improving this 0.7-mile segment would be $2.2 million (equivalent to $3,082,000/
mile) according to the County of San Diego TIF Update Facilities Cost Analysis (2012).
Thus, tFhe project’s is-small contribution to the cumulative condition ameuntiswould not

be roughly proportional to the cost of mitigation of improving thereadwayPankey Road

to a 4.2B classification-everthelength-of PankeyRead. Pursuant to CEQA Section
15126.4(a)(4)(B), Mmitigation measures must be roughly proportional to the

environmental impacts caused by the project. Therefore, because the project’s
contribution to the cumulative traffic condition is not roughly proportional to the
improvements required to mitigate the impact, conditioning this project to construct the
road improvements is not feasible_under CEQA, and the impact would remain significant
and unavoidable. The roadway segment would also provide access to the Campus Park
West project, which is still being processed. The environmental impacts associated with
the improvement of Pankey Road are described in the Campus Park EIR. However: It is
noted that the Pankey Road segment is already required to be improved by the Campus
Park and Meadowood projects, which have been conditioned to construct the roadway to
its current Mobility Element Road Classification of 2.1A.

Cumulative roadway segment Impact TR-17 would be mitigated by M-TR-9 that requires

|nterm|ttent turn lanes alonq this seqment lt—theilil-llls—net—updated—te—melade—knac—Read

mpaeHe—thﬁ—madmay—segnwnt—the—p#qeepshaILeenstmeLSpemflcallv, the mtermlttent

left-turn lanes shall be provided at major access locations along Lilac Road, between
Old Castle Road and Anthony Road, identified as (1) the segment between Robles Lane
and Cumbres Road; and (2) the intersection at Sierra Rojo Road and Lilac Road. With
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the addition of left-turn lanes at these locations, left-turning vehicles would not block
through traffic moving in the same direction, resulting in the increase of roadway
capacity and an improvement of traffic operations along Lilac Road. These
improvements would allow the roadway to operate at LOS D or better. Overall, M-TR-9
would mitigate M-TR-17 to less than significant.

Intersections

The project would have a significant cumulative impact to the following 43—11
intersections:

e Impact TR-1916: E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road;
Impact TR-2019: SR-76/0Old Highway 395;

Impact TR-2120: SR-76/Pankey Road;

Impact TR-22221: Old Highway 395/E. Dulin Road;
Impact TR-2322: Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road;
Impact TR-2423: |-15 SB Ramps/Old Highway 395;
Impact TR-2524: I-15 SB Ramps/Old Highway 395;
Impact TR-2625: Old Highway 395/Circle R Drive;
Impact TR-2726: I-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road;
Impact TR-282%: I-15 NB/Gopher Canyon Road; and
Impact TR-2928: Miller Road/Valley Center Road.

Impacts TR-19, TR-23, TR-24, TR-25, TR-27 and TR-28FR-16,FR-17#-FR-18,TFR-20;
FR-22—TFR-25—=and-TR-27 would be mitigated through M-TR-86 which requires the
applicant to participate in the TIF Program. The TIF Program was specifically designed
to address cumulative issues. The TIF Program includes the read-improvements to
these roadways required to provide adequate circulation through Year 2030. Required
improvements are specified and funds are collected from projects to pay for the road
improvements. Since the TIF Program was designed to address cumulative traffic
impacts to these specified facilities, participation in the TIF Program constitutes effective
and adequate mitigation for these cumulative traffic impacts. These identified roadway
segments would operate at an acceptable LOS once upgraded as identified in the TIF
program. Therefore, payment of TIF fees would reduce impacts to less than significant.

Cumulative Impact TR-26 would be mitigated through M-TR-7 that requires the
installation of a traffic_signal at Old Highway 395/E. Dulin Road. As shown in the
intersection analysis (see Appendix E, Table 6.8), this improvement would reduce delay
and result in the intersection operating at acceptable levels. Thus, this impact would be
mitigated to below a level of significance.
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Impacts TR-22 and TR-29 affect intersections that are not currently included in the TIF
Program. The project would mitigate these two impacts by signalizing these
intersections, which would reduce delay and improve the intersection operations to

acceptable Ievels (see Appendlx E, Table 6. 8) H—the—'m;ls—net—apda{ed—te—meluele—the

Thus mlthatlon measures
M-TR-10 and M-TR-11 would mitigate the prOJects contribution to the cumulative impact
at these two intersections_(TR-22 and TR-29) to less than significant.

Significant cumulative impacts identified as TR-20 and TR-21TR-19TR-23-and-FR-24
affect Caltrans facilities. County staff coordinated with Caltrans, and Caltrans confirmed
that it has no project, funding, or program to make the necessary improvements to which
the applicant can make a fair-share contribution. Therefore, because improvements
necessary to reduce significant cumulative impacts are the responsibility of another
jurisdiction, and no program is available to which the applicant could contribute,
mitigation is infeasible. No other feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce the
significant cumulative impacts at these three intersections. The impacts would remain
significant and unavoidable.

Freeway Segments

The project would have a significant cumulative impact to the following eight I-15
freeway segments:

Impact TR-3029: Between Riverside County Boundary and Old Highway 395;
Impact TR-3130: Between Old Highway 395 and SR-76;

Impact TR-3231: Between SR-76 and Old Highway 395;

Impact TR-3332: Between Old Highway 395 and Gopher Canyon Road;
Impact TR-3433: Between Gopher Canyon Road and Deer Springs Road;
Impact TR-3534: Between Deer Springs Road and Centre City Parkway;
Impact TR-3635: Between Centre City Parkway and El Norte Parkway; and
Impact TR-3736: Between El Norte Parkway and SR-78.

As disclosed above, these freeway segments are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and
are outside of the jurisdiction and control of the County. Caltrans has no project,
funding, or program to which the applicant can make a fair-share contribution. Therefore,
because these intersections are outside the control of the County and there is no

mechanlsm to prowde mlthatlon for these cumulatlve |mpacts funding-seurces-have-not

#%@a%@#meas&re&ar&a#m#&bl&at—th%m&and—the cumulatlve freeway |mpacts Would

remain significant and unavoidable.
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Potential Impacts of Traffic Mitigation Measures

The mitigations measures that only require signalization (M-TR-7, M-TR-10, and M-TR-
11) or payment into the TIF program (M-TR-8) would not result in any significant impacts
to the environment based on the minimal improvements necessary and the location of
the improvement within the existing roadway area.

Measures (M-TR-1 and M-TR-5) that involve the addition of lanes to the East Vista
Way/Gopher Canyon Road intersection also _are not expected to result in direct
environmental impacts considering the improvement impact area consists of a graded
dirt roadway shoulder and ornamental landscaping. While the risk for unknown,
subsurface cultural resources is considered low due to the soils already being disturbed
by past grading activities, it is noted that the project mitigation measure M-CR-2 would
also require _an archaeological monitor be present during grading at this mitigation
improvement location. Indirect impacts to nesting raptors or _migratory birds would be
avoided, as the project includes design features (i.e., preconstruction nesting surveys
and, as needed, avoidance measures) to avoid such impacts. Roadways are
considered compatible with the surrounding uses in this improvement area, including
surrounding _agricultural uses. As described for the other roadway improvements
included in the project, construction noise impacts would be less than significant but
vibration impacts could be potential significant if heavy earthmoving equipment is utilized
within 150 feet of a residence (see subchapter 2.8, Impact N-15). As identified in
subchapter 2.8.6 for the project, measure M-N-12 would avoid this potentially significant
mitigation measure impact.

Measures (M-TR-4 and M-TR-6) that require potential widening to West Lilac Road
between Old Highway 395 and Main Street and to the Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road
intersection are part of the project and, therefore, are already included in the analysis in
the EIR.

Measure M-TR-9 that requires intermittent turn lanes along Lilac Road from Old Castle
Road to Anthony Road has potential to result in _additional environmental impacts,
related to biological resources, cultural resources, .and noise (vibration). No agricultural
uses are located along this roadway improvement area, and no _impacts to significant
agricultural resources are expected to result from the implementation of this mitigation
measure.

Should these M-TR-9 improvements require additional grading outside the currently
disturbed areas, potential direct impacts could result to surrounding biological and
culturalresources. Pursuant to the County’s vegetation mapping, the additional
widening of Lilac Road necessary to add the turn lanes at the Robles Lane and Cumbres
Road intersection could impact approximately 0.17 acre of chaparral. Impacts at Sierra
Rojo and Lilac Road would affect approximately 0.14 acre of woodlands. Impacts to
sensitive resources would be mitigated in accordance with the County’'s Biology
Guidelines or relevant regulations, as required by measure M-BIO-1g. Indirect impacts to
nesting raptors or migratory birds would be avoided, as the project includes design
features (i.e., preconstruction nesting surveys and, as needed, avoidance measures) to
avoid such impacts.

Implementation of M-TR-9 would have a risk to impact unknown subsurface
archaeological resources given the undisturbed nature of the areas adjacent to the
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existing roadway. As already required by M-CR-2, An—additional-mitigation—measure

wouldmitigation includes an archaeological grading monitor to be present to assure the
identification and proper handling of potential archeological resources that may be
disturbed during grading of the limits of the road.

2.3.6.2 Transportation Hazard

The project would comply with applicable regulations and would not result in a significant
traffic hazard. Thus, the project transportation hazard impact would be less than
significant.

2.3.6.3 Public Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities

A TDM program is included in the project that promotes alternative transportation
opportunities, including pedestrian, bicycle, and public transit. The project would provide
bicycle and pedestrian facilities consistent with regulations. A lot would also be provided
for a public transit station and public transit along streets would not be precluded. While
public transit service to the site currently does not exist, the project would include an
interim transit program to transport residents to existing public transportation
connections in the area until transit to the site is planned. As the project would provide
alternative transportation opportunities, the project would be consistent with County
Mobility Element Goals 8 and 9. Thus, the project impact to public transit, bicycle, and
pedestrian facilities would be less than significant.

2.3.6.4 Alternative Project Design

In accordance with Section 15126.6(a), Chapter 4.0 of the EIR includes an analysis of
alternatives to the proposed project that would reduce or avoid significant impacts.
Table 4-2 shows those alternatives that would reduce significant and unavoidable traffic
impacts associated with the project. Refer to Chapter 4.0 for a detailed analysis of the
alternatives.
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TABLE 2.3-1

ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING CONDITIONS

Average
LOS Traffic Daily Level of
Threshold Count Traffic Service
Roadway From To Cross-Section (LOS D) Date (ADT) (LOS)
E. Dulin Road Old Highway 395 SR-76 2-Ln 9,80016,906 Dec-12 1,830 BA
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo 2-Ln 7,8008,700 Dec-12 2,270 A
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2-Ln 7,8008,700 Mar-12 2,140 A
W. Lilac Road Old Highway 395 Main Street 2-Ln 8,700 Oct-12 1,150 A
W. Lilac Road Main Street Street “F” 2-Ln 7,8008,700 Oct-12 1,150 A
W. Lilac Road Street “F” Covey Lane 2-Ln 7,8008;760 Oct-12 1,150 A
W. Lilac Road Covey Lane Circle R Drive 2-Ln 7,8008,700 Mar-11 480 A
W. Lilac Road Circle R Drive Lilac Road 2-Ln 7,8008,700 Mar-11 1,170 A
Camino Del Cielo Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 10,900 Dec-12 630 A
Olive Hill Road Shamrock Road SR-76 2-Ln 8,700 Dec-12 3,380 A
Camino Del Rey SR-76 Old River Road 2-Ln 10,900 Sep-11 9,350 D
Camino Del Rey Old River Road W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 9,80040,900 Dec-12 8,640 D
Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo 2-In w/ SM 13,500 Dec-12 6,730 C
Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2-Ln 7,8008,706 Dec-12 4,850 A
Gopher Canyon Road E. Vista Way I-15 SB Ramps 2-Ln 9,80016,900 Dec-12 15,320 EE
Gopher Canyon Road I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 4-Ln 30,800 Nov-11 12,390 A
Gopher Canyon Road 1-15 NB Ramps Old Highway 395 4-Ln 30,800 Nov-11 11,870 A
Circle R Drive Old Highway 395 Mountain Ridge Road 2-Ln 9,80016,960 Aug-11 4,030 cB
Circle R Drive Mountain Ridge Road W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 9,80010,900 Mar-11 1,770 BA
Old Castle Road Old Highway 395 Lilac Road 2-Ln 9,80040,900 Mar-11 6,840 DE
E. Vista Way SR-76 Gopher Canyon Road %’Vk/rli'\lf\ll_/ 13,500 Dec-12 15,120 E
E. Vista Way Gopher Canyon Road Osborne Street %’VII/E'IYVL/ 13,500 Dec-12 21,020 F
Old River Road SR-76 Camino Del Rey 2-Ln 9,80016,900 Dec-12 4,070 cB
Champagne Boulevard Old Castle Road Lawrence Welk Drive 2-Ln 10,90013,500 Mar-12 4,170 CB
Pankey Road Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 2-Ln 4,50040,900 Dec-12 70 A
Lilac Road Couser Canyon Road W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 7,8008;700 Dec-12 1,150 A
Lilac Road W. Lilac Road Old Castle Road 2-Ln 7,8008,700 Mar-11 2,640 A
Lilac Road Old Castle Road Anthony Road 2-Ln 10,900 Sep-11 9,010 D
Lilac Road Anthony Road Betsworth Road 2-Ln 10,900 Sep-11 8,740 D
Lilac Road Betsworth Road Valley Center Road 2-Ln 13,500 Sep-11 9,620 D
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TABLE 2.3-1

ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING CONDITIONS

(continued)

Average
LOS Traffic Daily Level of
Threshold Count Traffic Service
Roadway From To Cross-Section (LOS D) Date (ADT) (LOS)

Valley Center Road Woods Valley Road Lilac Road Tvé\lllll_'I[]L\;vF/{M 27,000 Dec-12 21,290 C
Valley Center Road Lilac Road Miller Road 4-Ln w/ RM 33,400 Sep-11 24,280 B
Valley Center Road Miller Road Cole Grade Road 4-Ln w/ RM 27,000 Sep-11 22,440 C
Valley Center Road Cole Grade Road Vesper Road 2-Ln 13,500 Sep-11 11,490 D
Miller Road Misty Oak Road Valley Center Road 2-Ln 78,000 Sep-11 1,460 A
Cole Grade Road Fruitvale Road Valley Center Road '?’VI\_/rI]_'l\{\K 13,500 Sep-11 10,660 D

SOURCE: Appendix E.ChenRyan-Associates2013-

Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

RM = Raised Median.
SM = Striped Median.

TWLTL = Two-Way Left-Turn Lane.
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TABLE 2.3-2

PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

EXISTING CONDITIONS

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Traffic Traffic Count Average Delay Average Delay
Intersection Control Date (sec.) LOS (sec.) LOS
1. E.Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road Signal Nov-11 243172.8 FC 212.048-7 FB
2. SR-76/0ld River Road/E. Vista Way Signal Nov-08 +3-923.7 CE 52.3 Cb
3. SR-76/ Olive Hill Road/Camino Del Rey Signal Sep-11 43-621.6 Ccb 60.8 CE
4. Old River Road / Camino Del Rey OWSC Nov-12 23.2 D 12.2 B
5. W. Lilac Road / Camino Del Rey OowWsC Jan-11 1547 C 11.0 B
6. Old Highway 395/ SR-76 Signal Mar-11 43:629.0 Ccb 42.2 D
7. Pankey Road / SR-76 TWSC Dec-11 12.5 B 15.2 C
8. Old Highway 395 / E. Dulin Road OWSC Mar-11 14.612.8 B 11.2 B
9. Old Highway 395/ W. Lilac Road TWSC Mar-11 18.514.7 C 13.3 B
10. 1-15 SB Ramps / Old Highway 395 OWSC Mar-11 10.6 B 12.1 B
| 11.1-15 NB Ramps / Old Highway 395 OWSC Mar-11 9.98 A 11.2 B
12. Old Highway 395 / Camino Del Rey OWSC Mar-11 10.1 B 11.0 B
13. Old Highway 395 / Circle R Drive OWSC Mar-11 20.4 C 22.5 C
| 14.1-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road OWSC Nov-11 468.2 F 173.0 F
15. 1-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road OWSC Nov-11 30.5 D 19454 F
| 16. Old Highway 395 / Gopher Canyon Road Signal Mar-11 16-111.0 B 8.814.7 AB
17. Old Highway 395 / Old Castle Road Signal Mar-11 13.9 B 15.7 B
| 18. W. Lilac Road / Covey Lane TWSC Oct-12 8.8 B 9.43 A
19. Mountain Ridge Road / Circle R Drive TWSC Mar-11 9.3 A 9.6 A
20. W. Lilac Road / Circle R Drive OWSC Mar-11 9.3 A 9.3 A
21. Lilac Road / W. Lilac Road OWSC Mar-11 9.6 A 9.9 A
22. Lilac Road / Old Castle Road OowWsC Mar-11 11.8 B 17.8 C
23. Valley Center Rd / Lilac Road Signal Mar-11 10.5 B 22.6 C
| 24. Miller Road / Valley Center Road OowWsC Sep-11 16.9 C 25.20 D
25. Cole Grade Road / Valley Center Road Signal Sep-11 31.1 C 34.9 C
| SOURCE:-Appendix E.ChenRyan-Associates2013-
Notes:
LOS = level of service

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

AWSC = All-Way Stop Controlled.

TWSC = Two-Way Stop Controlled.

OWSC = One-Way Stop Controlled.

For OWSC and TWSC intersections, the delay shown is the worst delay experienced by any of the approaches.
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TABLE 2.3-4

FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING CONDITIONS

# of
Lanes Peak Hour % of
Peak Hour | Peak Hour | Directional Per Factor Heavy Volume
Freeway Segment ADT % Volume Split Direction (PHF) Vehicle | (pc/h/in) VIC LOS
15 5;"5”3"’9 County Boundary to Old Highway | 454 500 | g9 11,321 0.64 4 0.95 675% | 1957 | 0833 | D
I-15 Old Highway 395 to SR-76 134,000 7.4% 9,969 0.73 4 0.95 6.75% 1,984 0.844 D
I-15 SR-76 to Old Highway 395 113,000 7.8% 8,839 0.69 4 0.95 8.40% 1,661 0.707 C
I-15 Old Highway 395 to Gopher Canyon Road 110,000 8.1% 8,884 0.67 4 0.95 8.40% 1,627 0.692 C
I-15 Gopher Canyon Road to Deer Springs Road 117,000 8.1% 9,449 0.67 4 0.95 13.20% 1,770 0.753 C
I-15 Deer Springs Road to Centre City Parkway 117,000 8.0% 9,400 0.66 4 0.95 13.20% 1,752 0.745 C
|-15 Centre City Parkway to El Norte Parkway 111,000 8.0% 8,918 0.66 4 0.95 13.20% 1,662 0.707 C
I-15 El Norte Parkway to SR-78 127,000 7.9% 9,996 0.66 4 0.95 10.00% 1,836 0.781 C
I-15 SR-78 to W Valley Parkway 192,000 8.1% 15,626 0.60 5+2ML 0.95 10.00% 1,480 0.630 B
I-15 W Valley Parkway to Auto Parkway 179,000 8.1% 14,568 0.60 5+2ML 0.95 10.00% 1,380 0.587 B
|-15 Auto Parkway to W Citracado Parkway 172,000 7.8% 13,340 0.60 5+2ML 0.95 10.00% 1,256 0.534 B
I-15 W Citracado Parkway to Via Rancho Parkway 196,000 7.8% 15,201 0.60 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,411 0.600 B
|-15 Via Rancho Parkway to Bernardo Drive 198,000 7.4% 14,572 0.58 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,312 0.558 B
I-15 Bernardo Drive to Rancho Bernardo Road 201,000 7.4% 14,793 0.58 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,332 0.567 B
115 | RanchoBemardo Roadto BemardoCenter | yog000 | 7.3% | 15345 | 054 | SeML | 085 | 7.00% | 1280 | 055 | B
|-15 Bernardo Center Drive to Camino Del Norte 214,000 7.3% 15,712 0.54 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,311 0.558 B

| SOURCE: Appendix E-Caltrans-Chen-Ryan-Associates:2013.

Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.
ML = Managed Lane.

pc/h/in = passenger-cars per hour per lane
V/C = volume/capacity

LOS = level of service
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TABLE 2.3-10
LILACHILLS RANCH PROJECT TRIP GENERATION BY PHASE

SANDAG Phase A Phase B Phase C Phase D Phase E
Equivalent Land Use Trip Gen Units ADT Units ADT Units ADT Units ADT Units ADT
Bingle Family 10/DU 352 3,520 352 3,520 548 5,480 548 5,480 903 9,030
Multi-Family 6/DU - - - - 270 1,620 270 1,620 375 2,250
Benior Community 4/DU - - 171 684 171 684 468 1,872 468 1,872
h\ssisted Living 2.5/Bed - - 200 500 200 500 200 500 200 500
Bpecialty Retail / Strip
R ommercial 40/ KSF - - - - 55.0 2,200 57.5 2,300 61.5 2,460
Dffice 14 | KSF B - - - 25.0 350 25 350 28.5 399
Country Inn / B&B 9/Room - - - - 50 450 50 450 50 450
Church 30/AC - - - - - - 10 300 10.0 300
~ Elementary School (K-5) 1.6 / Student - - - - - - - - 568 909
Middle School (6-8) 1.4/ Student - - - - - - - - 132 185
CPF (Recreation Center / 1
Potential Fire Station) 22.88 | KSF_ - - z - - : - - 40.0 915
Neighborhood/County Park 5/AC 4.5 23 8.2 41 9.0 45 -10.1 51 23.6 118
Vater Reclamation 6/AC - - - - - - - 2.4 14
Eecycling Center 6/AC - - - - 0.6 4 0.6 4 0.6 4
| Total Trips (100%) - 3,543 - 4,745 - 11,333 - 12,927 - 19,406
External Trips (78% of total)? - - - - - - - - - 15,151

OURCE: Appendix E.

\ 40,000-square-foot CPF area comprised of a 35,500-square-foot private recreational facility, and a potential 4,500-square-foot fire station.

Nl ln

[rip generation rate is based on ITE Trip Generation Manual 8th Edition.

2.3-80



TABLE 2.3-1011
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (TRAFEIC SCENARIO PHASEE — BUILD-OUT) CONDITIONSL

With Project Build-out Existing
LOS Threshold Project Build- Direct
Roadway From To Cross-Section (LOS D) ADT LOS ADT LOS out ADT Impact?
E. Dulin Road Old Highway 395 SR-76 2-Ln 10,9609,800 3,960 CB 1,830 BA 2:3402,130 No
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo 2-Ln 8,007,800 3,160 A 2,270 A 890 No
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2-Ln 8,607,800 3,290 A 2,140 A 1,150 No
* -
W. Lilac Road old Highway 395 Main Street 2.2C 13,500 T2ese D 1,150 A | 12.50012,250 Yﬂﬁ
W. Lilac Road Main Street Street “F” 2-Ln 8,607,800 2,960 A 1,150 A 1,810 No
W. Lilac Road Street “F” Covey Lane 2-Ln 8,7667,800 1,810 A 1,150 A 660 No
W. Lilac Road Covey Lane Circle R Drive 2-Ln 8,7007,800 42,15 3§ O; A 480 A 1,480650 No
W. Lilac Road Circle R Drive Lilac Road 2-Ln 8,7067,800 2,470 A 1,170 A 1,300 No
Camino Del Cielo Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 10,900 680 A 630 A 50 No
Olive Hill Road Shamrock Road SR-76 2-Ln 8,700 3,470 A 3,380 A 90 No
Camino Del Rey SR-76 Old River Road 2-Ln 10,900 9,660 D 9,350 D 300310 No
Camino Del Rey Old River Road W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 106,9609,800 9,560 D 8,640 D 920 No
Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo 2-In w/ SM 13,500 6,790 C 6,730 C 60 No
Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2-Ln 8,607,800 4,950 A 4,850 A 116100 No
Yes (TR-1)*
Gopher Canyon Road E. Vista Way 1-15 SB Ramps 2-Ln 106,9009,800 15,890 Fe 15,310 Fe 580 > 100 200
ADT
13,480
Gopher Canyon Road 1-15 SB Ramps 1-15 NB Ramps 4-Ln 30,800 13.320 A 12,390 A 93010906 No
Gopher Canyon Road 1-15 NB Ramps Old Highway 395 4-Ln 30,800 135 ’140 A 11,870 A 1,270,580 No
Circle R Drive Old Highway 395 Mountain Ridge Road 2-Ln 106,9609,800 55'; 102 C 4,030 cB 4,91061,180 No
Circle R Drive Mountain Ridge Road | W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 10,9009,800 i2’35 Sioé B 1,770 BA 610140 No
Old Castle Road Old Highway 395 Lilac Road 2-Ln 10,9009,800 6,970 DG 6,840 DES 120130 No
) Gopher Canyon 2-Ln w/ Yes (TR-9)
E. Vista Way SR-76 Road TWLTL 13,500 15,330 E 15,120 E 210 > 200 ADT
) Gopher Canyon 2-Ln w/ Yes(TR-6)*
E. Vista Way Road Osborne Street TWLTL 13,500 21,340 F 21,020 F 320 > 100 ADT
Old River Road SR-76 Camino Del Rey 2-Ln 16,9609,800 4,690 C 4,070 cB 620 No
Champagne Boulevard Old Castle Road Lawrence Welk Drive 2-Ln 13,56010,900 4,440 CcB 4,170 CB 270 No
Pankey Road Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 2-Ln 16,90604,500 70 A 70 A 0 No
Lilac Road Couser Canyon Road | W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 8,#0607,800 1,380 A 1,150 A 230 No
Lilac Road W. Lilac Road Old Castle Road 2-Ln 8,607,800 3,720 A 2,640 A 1,080 No
Lilac Road Old Castle Road Anthony Road 2-Ln 10,900 10,020 D 9,010 D 1,0120 No
Lilac Road Anthony Road Betsworth Road 2-Ln 10,900 9,330 D 8,740 D 590 No
Lilac Road Betsworth Road Valley Center Road 2-Ln 13,500 10,100 D 9,620 D 480 No
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TABLE 2.3-2011
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

(continued)

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE-TRAFFIC SCENARIO E — BUILD-OUT) CONDITIONS

With Project Build-out Existing
LOS Threshold Project Build- Direct
Roadway From To Cross-Section (LOS D) ADT LOS ADT LOS out ADT Impact?
Valley Center Road Woods Valley Road Lilac Road 4/tn W'/?-Il\;IWLTL/ 27,000 21,370 C 21,290 C 80 No
Valley Center Road Lilac Road Miller Road 4-Ln w/ RM 33,400 24,670 B 24,280 B 390 No
Valley Center Road Miller Road Cole Grade Road 4-Ln w/ RM 27,000 22,820 C 22,440 C 380 No
Valley Center Road Cole Grade Road Vesper Road 2-Ln 13,500 11,710 D 11,490 D 230220 No
Miller Road Misty Oak Road Valley Center Road 2-Ln 75 ’000 1,480 A 1,460 A 20 No
Cole Grade Road Fruitvale Road Valley Center Road 2-Ln w/ TWLTL 13,500 10,780 D 10,660 D 120 No

SOURCE: Appendix E.

Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

RM = Raised Median; SM = Striped Median; TWLTL = Two-Way Left-Turn Lane.

*The TIS (Appendix E) shows this impact would be less than significant with the implementation of mitigation for a prior phase. To provide full disclosure, the analysis presented in this EIR
subchapter identifies this impact as significant and identifies that the previous phase mitigation is required to mitigate this impact.

“The numbers presented in this table reflect the numbers presented in TIS (Appendix E) Table 5.34, which assumes the implementation of mitigation from prior scenarios. As noted above, the
impact analysis presented in this EIR subchapter does not assume implementation of the mitigation from prior scenarios and, therefore, the numbers in this table are provided for informational
purposes. However, the direct impact column has been modified from the TIS (Appendix E) to reflect the analysis presented in this subchapter that does not assume implementation of mitigation
from prior scenarios. The identification of direct impacts reflects the without mitigation scenario to provide full disclosure of impacts.
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PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

TABLE 2.3-12

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (TRAFFIC SCENARIO E, BUILD-OUT) CONDITIONS®

With Project Build-out
Existing AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Traffic Delay LOS

Intersection Control AM/PM AM/PM Delay LOS Delay LOS Change Significant?

1. E.Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road Signal* %2%/ EIE 47.3 D 51.9 D %051/ Yes* (TR-2)
2. SR-76/0ld River Road/E. Vista Way Signal 23.7/32 CIC 24.9 C 324 C 2.0/0.4 No
3. SR-76/0live Hill Road/Camino Del Rey Signal 21.6/34.5 C/IC 26.6 C 34.8 C 5.0/0.3 No
4. Old River Road/Camino Del Rey OWSC 31.2/10.7 D/B 33.2 D 12.6 B 2.0/1.9 No
5. W. Lilac Road/ Camino Del Rey OWSC 15.7/11.0 CIB 17.8 C 11.4 B 2.1/0.4 No
6. Old Highway 395/SR-76 Signal 29.0/39.8 C/ID 32.7 C 46.6 D 3.7/6.4 No
7. Pankey Road/SR-76 TWSC 12.5/15.2 B/C 15.2 B 19.3 [ 2.7/14.1 No
8. Old Highway 395/E. Dulin Road OowWsC 12.8/11.2 B/B 23.2 C 27.2 D 10.4/16.0 No

9. Old Highway 395/W. Lilac Road Signal* 14.7/13.3 C/IB 28.7 [ 38.1 D 14.0/24.8 Yes* (TR-7)
10. 1-15 SB Ramps/Old Highway 395 OWSC 10.6/12.1 B/B 13.1 B 17.9 [ 2.5/5.8 No
11. 1-15 NB Ramps/Old Highway 395 OWsC 9.8/11.2 A/B 12.1 B 24.8 [ 2.3/13.6 No
12. Old Highway 395/Camino Del Rey OWSC 10.1/11.0 B/B 10.5 B 12.2 B 0.4/1.2 No

13. Old Highway 395/Circle R Drive Signal* 20.4/22.5 CIC 10.8 B 11.5 B -9.6/-11.0 Yes* (TR-8)

Yes (TR-3)

14. 1-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road OWSC | 468.2/173.0 FIE 649.3 E 288.9 E 181.1/115.9 | Caltrans Int.

> 2 sec.
Yes (TR-4)
15. 1-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road OWSC 30.5/1945.4 DIE 36.0 E 2240.9 E 5.5/295.0 | Caltrans Int.
> 2 sec.

16. Old Highway 395/Gopher Canyon Road Signal 11.0/14.7 B/B 185 B 15.9 B 7.5/1.2 No
17. Old Highway 395/0ld Castle Road Signal 13.9/15.7 B/B 14.2 B 17.0 B 0.3/1.3 No
18. W. Lilac Road/Covey Lane TWSC 8.8/9.3 B/A 10.3 B 10.9 B 1.5/1.6 No
19. Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive TWSC 9.3/9.6 A/A 9.7 A 15.9 C 0.4/6.3 No
20. W. Lilac Road/Circle R Drive OWSC 9.3/9.3 A/A 10.8 B 11.0 B 1.5/1.7 No
21. Lilac Road/W. Lilac Road OWSC 9.6/9.9 AIA 10.4 B 11.0 B 0.8/1.1 No
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TABLE 2.3-12
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (TRAFFIC SCENARIO E, BUILD-OUT) CONDITIONS

(continued)
With Project Build-out
Existing AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Traffic Delay LOS
Intersection Control AM/PM AM/PM Delay LOS Delay LOS Change Sig?
22. Lilac Road/Old Castle Road OWSC 11.8/17.8 B/IC 11.9 B 17.9 C 0.1/0.1 No
23. Valley Center Rd/Lilac Road Signal 10.5/22.6 BIC 10.9 B 315 C 0.4/8.9 No
24. Miller Road/Valley Center Road OowWsC 16.9/25.0 C/D 17.3 C 26.4 D 0.4/1.4 No
25. Cole Grade Road/Valley Center Road Signal 31.1/34.9 C/IC 32.7 C 35.3 D 1.6/0.4 No
26. Street “O"/W. Lilac Road/Main Street RA DNE DNE 10.4 B 134 B 10.4/13.4 No
27. Main Street/Street “C” RA DNE DNE 7.7 A 9.1 A 7.7/9.1 No
28. Lilac Hills Ranch Road/Main Street North AWSC DNE DNE 9.0 A 8.8 A 9.0/8.8 No
29. Lilac Hills Ranch Road/Main Street South AWSC DNE DNE 8.9 A 111 B 8.9/11.1 No
30. Street “Z"/Main Street OWSC DNE DNE 8.7 A 9.0 A 8.7/9.0 No
31. W. Lilac Road/Street “F"/Main Street RA D_NE D_NE 3.8 A 3.8 A 3.8/3.8 No

SOURCE: Appendix E.

Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E of F.

AWSC = All-Way Stop Controlled.

TWSC = Two-Way Stop Controlled.

OWSC = One-Way Stop Controlled.

RA = Roundabout.

DNE = Does Not Exist.

For OWSC and TWSC intersections, the delay shown is the worst delay experienced by any of the approaches.
*The TIS (Appendix E) shows this impact would be less than significant with the implementation of mitigation for a prior phase. To provide full
disclosure, the analysis presented in this EIR subchapter identifies this impact as significant and identifies that the previous phase mitigation is
required to mitigate this impact.
“The numbers presented in this table reflect the numbers presented in TIS (Appendix E) Table 5.36, which assumes the implementation of
mitigation from prior scenarios. As noted above, the impact analysis presented in this EIR subchapter does not assume implementation of the
mitigation from prior scenarios and, therefore, the numbers in this table are provided for informational purposes. However, the direct impact
column has been modified from the TIS (Appendix E) to reflect the analysis presented in this subchapter that does not assume implementation of
mitigation from prior scenarios. The identification of direct impacts reflects the without mitigation scenario to provide full disclosure of impacts.
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TABLE 2.3-1213
TWO-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE E — BUILDOUT) CONDITIONS

With Project Build-out Existing
LOS Project
Threshold Build-out Direct
2-Lane Highway From To (LOS D) ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT Impact?
Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 16,200 5,210 | D or better | 4,770 D or better 440 No
SR-76 E. Dulin Road 16,200 6,230 | D or better | 4,720 D or better 1,520 No
E. Dulin Road W. Lilac Road 16,200 8,010 | D or better | 4,340 D or better 3,670 No
. 11,340 6,890
W. Lilac Road I-15 SB Ramps 16,200 10.580 D or better | 4,450 D or better 5.140 No
I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 16,200 7450 D or better | 3,600 D or better 3.850 No
Old Highway 395 3,640 1210
I-15 NB Ramps Camino Del Rey 16,200 3.190 D or better | 2,430 D or better 260 No
. . . 7,100 1,280
Camino Del Rey Circle R Drive 16,200 6650 D or better | 5,820 D or better 830 No
. . 12,370 1,660
Circle R Drive Gopher Canyon Road 16,200 12.670 D or better | 10,710 | D or better 1970 No
Gopher Canyon Road | Old Castle Road 16,200 9,050 | D or better | 8,660 D or better 390 No

SOURCE: Appendix E.

ADT = average daily traffic

LOS = level of service
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FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

TABLE 2.3-1413

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE E — BUILD-OUT) CONDITIONS

Change in
Peak Peak # of Lanes % of viC
Hour Hour Directional Per Heavy Volume LOS w/ | (compare to Significant
Freeway Segment ADT % Volume Split Direction PHF Vehicle (pc/h/in) VIC Project Existing) Impact?
Riverside County
1-15 Boundary to Old 136,550 | 8.4% 11,536 0.64 4 0.95 6.75% 1,994 0.849 D 0.016 No
Highway 395
I-15 gg‘_;‘éghw""y 89510 | 135640 | 7.4% | 10,165 0.73 4 0.95 6.75% 2,023 0.861 D 0.017 No
115 | SR-76100ld 115320 | 7.8% | 9,020 0.69 4 0.95 8.40% 1695 | 0721 | C 0.015 No
Highway 395
Old Highway 395 to
) H3700 o 9182 o 1681 O-+16 8-623
1-15 Sggger Canyon 114 000 8.1% 9207 0.67 4 0.95 8.40% 1686 0.717 C 0.025 No
Gopher Canyon
1-15 Road to Deer 121,580 | 8.1% 9,819 0.67 4 0.95 13.20% 1,839 0.783 C 0.029 No
Springs Road
Deer Springs Road
1-15 to Centre City 121,050 | 8.0% 9,725 0.66 4 0.95 13.20% 1,813 0.771 C 0.026 No
Parkway
Centre City
1-15 Parkway to El Norte | 114,210 | 8.0% 9,176 0.66 4 0.95 13.20% 1,710 0.728 C 0.020 No
Parkway
115 | Gpone ParkWay o | 159,970 | 7.9% | 10,230 0.66 4 095 | 1000% | 1879 | 0800 | C 0.018 No
-15 If:;;ﬁ;;’ Wvalley | 194200 | 8.1% | 15,805 0.60 5+2ML 0.95 10.00% 1,497 | 0.637 C 0.007 No
115 | WValley Parkway | 40, 650 | 194 | 14,718 0.60 5+2ML 0.95 10.00% 1,394 | 0.593 B 0.006 No
to Auto Parkway
115 | AutoParkwayto W | 425 555 | 7805 | 13,479 0.60 5+2ML | 095 | 1000% | 1,269 | 0540 | B 0.006 No
Citracado Parkway
W Citracado
1-15 Parkway to Via 197,590 | 7.8% 15,324 0.60 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,422 0.605 B 0.005 No

Rancho Parkway
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FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

TABLE 2.3-1314

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT (PHASE E — BUILD-OUT) CONDITIONS

(continued)

Change in
Peak Peak # of Lanes % of VIC
Hour Hour Directional Per Heavy Volume LOS w/ | (compare to Significant
Freeway Segment ADT % Volume Split Direction PHF Vehicle (pc/h/in) VIC Project Existing) Impact?
Via Rancho
I-15 Parkway to 199,470 | 7.4% 14,680 0.58 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,322 0.562 B 0.004 No
Bernardo Drive
Bernardo Drive to
I-15 Rancho Bernardo 202,380 | 7.4% 14,895 0.58 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,341 0.571 B 0.004 No
Road
Rancho Bernardo
I-15 Road to Bernardo 210,290 | 7.3% 15,439 0.54 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,288 0.548 B 0.003 No
Center Drive
Bernardo Center
I-15 Drive to Camino 215,230 | 7.3% 15,802 0.54 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1,318 0.561 B 0.003 No
Del Norte
SOURCE: Appendix E.
Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.
ML = Managed Lane.
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TABLE 2.3-1415
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

With Cumulative Projects + Project Existing Cumulative
LOS Projects +
Cross- Threshold Project Cumulative
Roadway From To Section (LOS D) ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT Impact?
E. Dulin Road Old Highway 395 SR-76 2-Ln fg% 7,330 D 1,830 BA 5,500 No
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo 2-Ln % 3,330 A 2,270 A 1,060 No
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2-Ln 88 | 3530 | A | 2140 | A 1,390 No
12.800 11,650 Yes
W. Lilac Road Old Highway 395 Main Street 2-Ln 8,700 ! F 1,150 A ! > 100 ADT
14,580 12,350 (TR-10)
W. Lilac Road Main Street Street “F 2-Ln 7800 4150 A 1,150 A 2,000 No
. _— 7,800 1.870 720
W. Lilac Road Street “F Covey Lane 2-Ln 8—?99_’_ 2910 A 1,150 A 760 No
. . . 7,800 2,040 1,560
W. Lilac Road Covey Lane Circle R Drive 2-Ln 8—?99_’_ 3120 A 480 A 2140 No
. . . . 7,800 3,510 2,340
W. Lilac Road Circle R Drive Lilac Road 2-Ln 8—?99_‘_ 3.820 A 1,170 A 2.400 No
Camino Del Cielo Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 10,900 980 A 630 A 350 No
Olive Hill Road Shamrock Road SR-76 2-Ln 8,700 4,410 A 3,380 A 1,030 No
Camino Del Rey SR-76 Old River Road 2-Ln 10,900 10,300 D 9,350 D 950 No
10,900 ves
Camino Del Rey Old River Road W. Lilac Road 2-Ln : 11,960 E 8,640 D 3,320 > 200 ADT
2.800 (TR-11)
Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo 2-In w/ SM 13,500 9,550 D 6,730 C 2,820 No
Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2-Ln 75 ’800 5,600 BA 4,850 A 750 No
Yes
Gopher Canyon . 16,900 16,2701 950 > 100 ADT
Road E. Vista Way I-15 SB Ramps 2-Ln 9 800 7370 F 15,310 EE 1.960 (TR-12 and
TR-13)
Gopher Canyon 18,490 6400
Road I-15 SB Ramps I1-15 NB Ramps 4-Ln 30,800 19,440 B 12,390 A 5950 No
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TABLE 2.3-3415

ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
(continued)

With Cumulative Projects + Project Existing Cumulative
LOS Projects +
Cross- Threshold Project Cumulative
Roadway From To Section (LOS D) ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT Impact?
Gopher Canyon . 18,470 6,600
Road I-15 NB Ramps Old Highway 395 4-Ln 30,800 18.260 B 11,870 A 6.290 No
Circle R Drive Old Highway 395 Mountain Ridge Road 2-Ln 9.800 7720 D 4,030 cB 2690 No
Circle R Drive Mountain Ridge Road | W. Lilac Road 2-Ln 9.800 3,040 B 1,770 BA 770 No
Old Castle Road Old Highway 395 Lilac Road 2-Ln +0,90¢ +0,38¢ D 6,840 Dc 3,540 No
9,800 9,780
' Gopher Canyon 2-Lnw/ ves
E. Vista Way SR-76 13,500 20,520 F 15,120 E 5,400 > 100 ADT
Road TWLTL
(TR-14)
Gopher Canyon 2-Ln w/ Yes
E. Vista Way Osborne Street 13,500 26,990 F 21,020 F 5,970 > 100 ADT
Road TWLTL
(TR-15)
Old River Road SR-76 Camino Del Rey 2-Ln 9 800 4,790 C 4,070 cB 720 No
Champagne Blvd Old Castle Road Lawrence Welk Drive 2-Ln £3,509 70 be 4,170 CcB 3,600 No
10,700 8,270
10,900 15,540 ves
Pankey Road Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 2-Ln . 16,520 F 70 A ’ > 100 ADT
4,500 16,450
e = (TR-16)
Lilac Road Couser Canyon Road | W. Lilac Road 2-Ln s_ggg 1,970 A 1,150 A 238 No
Lilac Road W. Lilac Road Old Castle Road 2-Ln 7g‘8; OEOE 3,830 A 2,640 A 1,190 No
Yes
Lilac Road Old Castle Road Anthony Road 2-Ln 10,900 11,590 E 9,010 D 2,580 > 200 ADT
(TR-17)
Lilac Road Anthony Road Betsworth Road 2-Ln 10,900 10,760 D 8,740 D 2,020 No
Lilac Road Betsworth Road Valley Center Road 2-Ln 13,500 11,920 D 9,620 D 2,300 No
4/Ln w/
Valley Center Road Woods Valley Road Lilac Road TWLTL/R 27,000 24,280 D 21,290 C 2,990 No
M
. . 4-Ln w/
Valley Center Road Lilac Road Miller Road RM 33,400 27,000 C 24,280 B 2,720 No
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TABLE 2.3-3415

ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
(continued)

With Cumulative Projects + Project Existing Cumulative
LOS Projects +
Cross- Threshold Project Cumulative
Roadway From To Section (LOS D) ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT Impact?
Valley Center Road | Miller Road Cole Grade Road 4'|F‘;,1/|W/ 27,000 24,950 D 22,440 C 2,510 No
Valley Center Road | Cole Grade Road Vesper Road 2-Ln 13,500 12,760 D 11,490 D 1,270 No
Miller Road Misty Oak Road Valley Center Road 2-Ln 78,000 2,280 A 1,460 A 820 No
. 2-Lnwi ves
Cole Grade Road Fruitvale Road Valley Center Road 13,500 16,650 E 10,660 D 5,990 > 200 ADT
TWLTL (TR-18)

SOURCE: Appendix E.

Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F; RM = Raised Median; SM = Striped Median; TWLTL = Two-Way Left-Turn Lane.
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TABLE 2.3-1516

PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

With Cumulative Projects + Project Existing
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Change in Cumulative Projects
Average Average Delay Delay + Project Traffic to
Traffic Delay Delay (seconds) LOS (seconds) Critical Movements
Intersection Control | (seconds) | LOS | (seconds) LOS AM/PM AM/PM AM/PM AM/PM Cumulative Impact?
Yes (TR-19)
E. Vista Way/Gopher Signal 345 E 93-0 F 172.8/212.0 EIE 10-2/44-3 i County Int.
Canyon Road 250.5 Cc 275.5 2431487 c/b 77.2/63.5 LOS Degrade &
> 1 sec.
. No ¥es
SR-76/0ld River Road/E. . | 2691 D 3039 #3:9/52.3 C/IC 195212516
Vista Way Signa 40.4 E 51.4 DF 1 237300 | ®0 16.7/19.4 ) caltrans it
SR-76/Olive Hill 2319 D 3630 43.6/60-8 cic 188.3/302.2 No ¥es
- ive Hi . . : : . . -
. Signal = DF e - Caltransiat:
Road/Camino Del Re 40. F 1.2 = 21.6/34. 19.2/16.7
y 0.8 5 6/34.5 BIE 9.2/16 .
Old Ri Road/Cami No
Dol Ré‘;er oad/-amino OWSC 109.1 F 27.3 C 23.2/12.2 D/B 85.9/15.1 AM: NBL +3 County Int.
< 5 trips
W. Lilac Road/Camino Del 15:4/11.0 6.5/4:4
Rey OWSC 21.9 C 154 B 15.7/11.0 Cc/B 6.2/4.4 - No
Old Highway 395/SR-76 Signal ' F ' F ' ' Cb/D ' ' - gzlstrz:rzlzr?t
ghwvay g 190.3 190.7 20.0/308 | = 161.3/150.9 '
> 2 sec.
Yes_(TR-21)
Pankey Road/SR-76 TWSC OVFL F OVFL F 12.5/15.2 B/C OVFL/OVFL - Caltrans Int.
> 2 sec.
Yes (TR-22)
Old Highway 395/E. Dulin | qyysc | 3645 F 179.1 Fo| HOAE2 g g | 34994679 AM : WBL +89 County Int
Road ’ ’ 12.8/11.2 351.7/167.9 PM : WBL +180 >5 tr)ilps '
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TABLE 2.3-1615

PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS (continued)

With Cumulative Projects + Project Existing
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Change in Cumulative Projects
Average Average Delay Delay + Project Traffic to
Traffic Delay Delay (seconds) LOS (seconds) Critical Movements
Intersection Control | (seconds) | LOS | (seconds) LOS AM/PM AM/PM AM/PM AM/PM Cumulative Impact?
Yes (TR-23)
9. 0Old Highway 395/W. Lilac 18.5/13:3 AM : WBL +35206
Road TWSC OVFL F OVFL F 14.7/13.3 C/B OVFL/OVFL PM : WBL +26633 County Int.
- > 5 trips
Yes (TR-24)
10. I-15 SB Ramps/Old owscC ' E ' F 10.6/ B/B ' ' - Caltrans Int
Highway 395 71.0 E 344.3 12.1 60.4/332.2 '
— > 2 sec.
Yes_(TR-25)
11. 1-15 NB Ramps/Old owsc 16 c 64-3 F 9.89/11.2 | AB 6-8/53-1 - Caltrans Int
Highway 395 20.6 129.9 = ' 10.8/118.7 '
= === > 2 sec.
12. Old Highway 395/Camino 194
Del Rey OWSC 14.4 B 20.4 C 10.1/11.0 B/B 4.3/9.48-4 - No
Yes_(TR-26)
13. Old Highway 395/Circle R 5295 32725070 AM : WBL +156
Drive OWSC | 354.54746 F 7423 F 20.4/22.5 c/C 334.1/719.8 PM - WBL +107 County Int.
— E— > 5 trips
Yes_(TR-27
14. 1-15 SB Ramps/Gopher owse 24512 F 4522.3 E 468.2/ = 1083.0/4349.3 ) CaItF(eFIntl
Canyon Road OVFL OVFL 173.0 OVFL/OVFL -2 ’
— E— - sec.
Yes (TR-28
15. 1-15 NB Ramps/Gopher OWSC 4285 E 83703 E 30.5/ DIF 398:0/6424-9 ) Caltfml
Canyon Road 549.7 OVFL 1945.4 519.2/0VFL '
_ E— e > 2 sec.
16. Old Highway 395/Gopher . 214 259 16-1/8.8 534 4% i
Canyon Road Signal 23.1 c 30.4 c 110147 | SBA 12.1/15.7 No
17. Old Highway 395/0Id Castle . 179 0.142.2 i
Road Signal 14.96 B 183 B 13.9/15.7 B/B 1.0/2.6 No
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TABLE 2.3-1615
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS (continued)

With Cumulative Projects + Project Existing
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Change in Cumulative Projects
Average Average Delay Delay + Project Traffic to
Traffic Delay Delay (seconds) LOS (seconds) Critical Movements
Intersection Control | (seconds) | LOS | (seconds) LOS AM/PM AM/PM AM/PM AM/PM Cumulative Impact?
18. W. Lilac Road/Covey Lane TWSC 1.3 B ' B 8.8/9.3% B/A 2.51/4.11+8 - No
10.9 134
19. Mountain Ridge Road/Circle 113 145
R Drive TWSC 122 B 13.1 B 9.3/9.6 AIA 2.96/3.54.9 - No
20. W. Lilac Road/Circle R Drive | OWSC 14.6 B 124 B 9.3/9.3 A/A 53/3.1 - No
21. Lilac Road/W. Lilac Road OWSC 111 B 12.0 B 9.6/9.9 A/A 1.5/2.1 - No
22. Lilac Road/Old Castle Road OWSC 17.0 B 32.6 D 11.8/17.8 B/C 5.2/14.8 - No
23. Valley Center Rd/Lilac Road Signal 38.9 D 52.7 D 10.5/22.6 B/C 28.4/30.1 - No
) Yes_ (TR-29)
24 Willer Road/Valley Center | owsc | 233 C 103.0 F | 1692502 | cD 6.4/77.8 PM : SB +29 County Int.
> 5 trips
25. Cole Grade Road/Valley Signal 36.6 D 48.8 D 31.1/34.9 cic 5.5/13.9 - No
Center Road
26. Street “O"/W. Lilac 103440
Road/Main Street RA 120.3 B 14.016.9 cB DNE DNE 12.3/16.9 - No
27. Main Street/Street “C” RA 7.92 A 9.182 A DNE DNE 7'7/9'1 - No
28. Lilac Hills Ranch Road/Main AWSC 8.95 A 8.85 A DNE DNE 8.95/8.85 ) No
Street North
29. Lilac Hills Ranch Road/Main | g 8.93 A 11.19.7 A DNE DNE | 8.93/11.19.7 - No
Street South
30. Street “Z"/Main Street OWSC 8.7 A 9.0 A DNE DNE 8.7/9.0 - No
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TABLE 2.3-1615
PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS (continued)

With Cumulative Projects + Project Existing
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Change in Cumulative Projects
Average Average Delay Delay + Project Traffic to
Traffic Delay Delay (seconds) LOS (seconds) Critical Movements
Intersection Control | (seconds) | LOS | (seconds) LOS AM/PM AM/PM AM/PM AM/PM Cumulative Impact?
81. W. Lilac Road/Street RA 4.4 A 4.65 A DNE DNE 4.4/4.65 - No
F"/Main Street

SOURCE: Appendix E. SOURCE-ChenRyan-Associates-May 2013-

Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E of F.

AWSC = All-Way Stop Controlled; TWSC = Two-Way Stop Controlled; OWSC = One-Way Stop Controlled; RA = Roundabout.

DNE = Does Not Exist; For OWSC and TWSC intersections, the delay shown is the worst delay experienced by any of the approaches.
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TABLE 2.3-1617
TWO-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

With Project Build-out Existing
LOS Project
Threshold Build-out Direct
2-Lane Highway From To (LOS D) ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT Impact?
Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 16,200 11,230 D or better 4,770 D or better 6,460 No
SR-76 E. Dulin Road 16,200 9,890 D or better 4,720 D or better 5,170 No
E. Dulin Road W. Lilac Road 16,200 13.280 D or better 4,340 D or better 8,440 No
W. Lilac Road I-15 SB Ramps 16,200 D or better 4,450 D or better No
15,060 9,610
10,490 6,890
I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 16,200 D or better 3,600 D or better No
. 11,600 7,500
Old Highway 395
I-15 NB Ramps Camino Del Rey 16,200 D or better 2,430 D or better No
7,070 4,390
Camino Del Rey Circle R Drive 16,200 D or better 5,820 D or better No
9,770 3,700
Circle R Drive Gopher Canyon Road 16,200 D or better 10,710 D or better No
15,590 4,680
10,040
Gopher Canyon Road Old Castle Road 16,200 10310 D or better 8,660 D or better 1,380 No

SOURCE: Appendix E.

ADT = average daily traffic
LOS = level of service
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TABLE 2.3-3718
FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

Change
# of inV/C
Peak Peak Lanes % of (compare
Hour Hour Directional Per Heavy Volume LOS w/ to Cumulative
Freeway Segment ADT % Volume Split Direction PHF Vehicle | (pc/h/in) VIC Project | Existing) Impact?
Riverside County Boundary 202880 o 17340 o Yes_(TR-30)
15 | {0 Old Highway 395 203380 | 84% | 177182 0.64 4 0.95 | 6.75% | 2,97083 | 1.2641 F 0.43128 001
. 238,620 o | 17751 . Yes (TR-31)
115 | Old Highway 395 to SR-76 239120 | 74% | 19780 0.73 4 0.95 | 6.75% | 3,54032 | 1.5063 F 0.66259 501
115 | SR-76 to Old Highway 395 1*6699'492209 7.8% 1133'229521 0.69 4 0.95 | 8.40% | 24981 | 1.0630 F 0.3563 Yei OT &32
1-15 8;‘:];2%%"0‘5‘6{’ d395 to Gopher 1}667; '810’ 09 8.1% 1*33'555911 0.67 4 0.95 | 8.40% | 2,48172 | 1.0562 F 0.3640 Yei OT giss
-15 gsmgg %":‘)’2&0” Road to Deer ig?%g 8.1% ﬁ’ﬁgg 0.67 4 095 | 13.20% | 2,528 | 1.0763 F 0.31239 Yeif—loT Ef”'
I-15 gﬁirpimii Road to Centre e | Bow | o3 0.66 4 095 | 13.20% | 2,49486 | 1.06158 | F 031602 | YOI TR
Centre City Parkway to El 1577230 o 12,632 o Yes (TR-36)
15 | Norte Parkway 157730 | 8% | 1570 0.66 4 0.95 | 13.20% | 2,36254 | 1.0052 F 0.2985 501
I-15 | El Norte Parkway to SR-78 171,220 | 7.9% 1133'451; 6; 0.66 4 0.95 | 10.00% | 2,48376 | 1.0573 F 0.2752 Yei oT §i37
115 | SR-78 to W Valley Parkway 221176'387; 09 8.1% 117; '669591 0.60 5+2ML | 0.95 | 10.00% | 1,6762 | 0.7131 c 0.0832 No
-15 \F’,\m\/”g Parkway to Auto 119999'499909 8.1% 1166'223756 0.60 5+2ML | 0.95 | 10.00% | 1,54238 90' 665546 C 0.0697 No
115 ﬁgﬁﬁﬁ;;kway toWCiracado | 294385 | 7895 | 3000 0.60 5¢2ML | 0.95 | 10.00% | roor | 05965 B 0.0620 No
) W Citracado Parkway to Via 208:340 o 16;158 o
15 | Ranche Parkway 08810 | 78% | To197 0.60 5+2ML | 0.95 | 7.00% | 1,5030 | 0.64038 c 0.0398 No
Via Rancho Parkway to 238;480 o 17552 o
F5 | e e Do 235980 | 74% | 1788 0.58 5+2ML | 0.95 | 7.00% | 1,5830 | 0.6742 c 0.1164 No
115 | permardo brive to Rancho Sl | raw | ToTEE 0.58 5+2ML | 0.95 | 7.00% | 1,4195 | 0.6042 B 0.0376 No
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TABLE 2.3-1718
FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
(continued)

Change
# of in VIC
Peak Peak Lanes % of (compare
Hour Hour Directional Per Heavy Volume LOS w/ to Cumulative
Freeway Segment ADT % Volume Split Direction PHF Vehicle | (pc/h/in) V/C Project | Existing) Impact?
) Rancho Bernardo Road to 215140 o 15795 o
I-15 Bernardo Center Drive 215 670 7.3% 15832 0.54 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% | 1,32118 | 0.562% B 0.0176 No
Bernardo Center Drive to 216;170 o 15:87% o 1324
| I-15 Camino Del Norte 216,670 7.3% 15,908 0.54 5+2ML 0.95 7.00% 1397 0.5653 B 0.07006 No

| SOURCE: Appendix E. SOJRCE-ChenRyan-Asseciates2013-

Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

ML = Managed Lane

pc/h/in = passenger-cars per hour per lane

V/C = volume/capacity;
LOS = level of service
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TABLE 2.3-1819
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
BUILD-OUT UNDER THE EXISTING GENERAL PLAN WITHOUT THE PROJECT (without Road 3)

LOS
Threshold
Roadway From To Classification (LOS D) ADT LOS
. . 6,700

E. Dulin Road Old Highway 395 SR-76 2.1E 10,900 5850 C
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo 2.2E 10,900 4700 C
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2.2E 10,900 % C
W. Lilac Road Old Highway 395 Main Street 2.2C 13,500 1,870 BA
W. Lilac Road Main Street Street “F” 2.2C 13,500 4,400340 B
W. Lilac Road Street “F” Running Creek Road 2.2C 13,500 5,300030 B
W. Lilac Road Running Creek Road Covey Lane 2.2F 8,700 32‘005 O; A
W. Lilac Road Covey Lane Circle R Drive 2.2F 8,700 21‘3; 050; A
W. Lilac Road Circle R Drive Lilac Road 2.2F 8,700 1,900920 A
Camino Del Cielo Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road 2.2E 10,900 4,890900 C
Olive Hill Road Shamrock Road SR-76 2.2E 10,900 8,390400 D
Camino Del Rey SR-76 Old River Road 4.2B 25,000 18,280400 B
Camino Del Rey Old River Road W. Lilac Road 4.2B 25,000 12,850 A
Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo 4.2B 25,000 8,080 A
Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2.2C 13,500 8,180 C
Gopher Canyon Road E. Vista Way I-15 SB Ramps 4.1B 30,800 19,300 B
Gopher Canyon Road I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 4.1B 30,800 18,610 B
Gopher Canyon Road I-15 NB Ramps Old Highway 395 4.1B 30,800 18,560 B
Circle R Drive Old Highway 395 Mountain Ridge Road 2.2E 10,900 5,460 C
Circle R Drive Mountain Ridge Road W. Lilac Road 2.2E 10,900 1,380 BA
Old Castle Road Old Highway 395 Lilac Road 2.2D 13,500 8,510 C
E. Vista Way SR-76 Gopher Canyon Road 4.1A 33,400 20,680 B
E. Vista Way Gopher Canyon Road Osborne Street 4.1A 33,400 27,250 C
Old River Road SR-76 Camino Del Rey 2.2C 13,500 8,370 C
Old Highway 395 Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 4.2B 25,000 17,200 B
Old Highway 395 SR-76 E. Dulin Road 2.1D 13,500 13,960 accepted it LOS E/F
Old Highway 395 E. Dulin Road W. Lilac Road 2.1D 13,500 13,310 ED
Old Highway 395 W. Lilac Road I-15 SB Ramps 4.2B 25,000 17,680 B
Old Highway 395 I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 4.2B 25,000 15,730 BA
Old Highway 395 I-15 NB Ramps Camino Del Rey 4.1B 30,800 15,250 B
Old Highway 395 Camino Del Rey Circle R Drive 4.1B 30,800 22,540 CB
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ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

TABLE 2.3-1819

BUILD-OUT UNDER THE EXISTING GENERAL PLAN WITHOUT THE PROJECT (without Road 3)

(continued)

LOS
Threshold
Roadway From To Classification (LOS D) ADT LOS
Old Highway 395 Circle R Drive Gopher Canyon Road 4.1B 30,800 27,180 DES
Old Highway 395 Gopher Canyon Road Old Castle Road 4.1B 30,800 27,030 C
Champagne Boulevard Old Castle Road Lawrence Welk Drive 4.1B 30,800 19,450 B
Pankey Road Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 2.1A 15,000 9,460 A
Lilac Road Couser Canyon Road W. Lilac Road 2.2E 10,900 4,280 C
Lilac Road W. Lilac Road Old Castle Road 2.2E 10,900 7,650 D
Lilac Road Old Castle Road Anthony Road 2.1C 13,500 12,570 D
. New Road 19 (east of
Lilac Road Anthony Road Betsworth Road) 4.2B 25,000 23.340 D
. New Road 19 (east of F
Lilac Road Betsworth Rofad) Valley Center Road 4.2B 25,000 40,280 accepted at LOS E/F
Valley Center Road Woods Valley Road Lilac Road 4.2A 27,000 23,160 C
Valley Center Road Lilac Road Miller Road 4.1A 33,400 34,720 E
. . F
Valley Center Road Miller Road Indian Creek Road 4.2A 27,000 35,340 accepted at LOS E/F
Valley Center Road Indian Creek Road Cole Grade Road 4.2A 27,000 25,690 D
Valley Center Road Cole Grade Road Vesper Road 4.2A 27,000 16,370 A
Miller Road Misty Oak Road Valley Center Road 2.3B 8,000 2,490 A
Cole Grade Road Fruitvale Road Valley Center Road 4.2A 27,000 20,080 B

SOURCE: Appendix E

Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

ADT = average daily traffic

LOS = level of service
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ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

TABLE 2.3-1920

BUILD-OUT UNDER THE EXISTING GENERAL PLAN WITH THE PROJECT (without Road 3)

Horizon Year w/o

Horizon Year with Project Project
LOS
Threshold Project Projeet
Roadway From To Classification | (LOS D) ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT tmpaet?
E. Dulin Road Old Highway 395 SR-76 2.1E 10,900 9.740 D 6.700 C 3.040 Ne
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo 2.2E 10,900 5600 C 4.700 C 900 Ne
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2.2E 10,900 7290 Dc 6.200 C 1.090 No
W. Lilac Road Old Highway 395 Main Street 2.2C 13,500 £3;370 ED 870 BA 41500 s
' 9 y ' ! 14,790 = 3,600 = 11,190 | >206ADT

Ne
W. Lilac Road Main Street Street “F 2.2F* 8,700 6.060 B 4.400 B 1,660 Ne

. - Running Creek " 5,700 5,300 670
W. Lilac Road Street “F Road 2.2F 8,700 5910 A 5030 B 610 Neo
W. Lilac Road Running Creek Road | Covey Lane 2.2F 8,700 3610 BA 3,000 A 610 Ne
W. Lilac Road Covey Lane Circle R Drive 2.2F 8,700 2710 A 1300 A 1410 No
W. Lilac Road Circle R Drive Lilac Road 2.2F 8,700 3,020 A 1.900 A 1120 Neo
Camino Del Cielo Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road 2.2E 10,900 4930 C 4,900 C 30 Neo
Olive Hill Road Shamrock Road SR-76 2.2E 10,900 8.430 D 8.400 D 30 Ne
Camino Del Rey SR-76 Old River Road 4.2B 25,000 18830 B 18.400 B 430 Neo
Camino Del Rey Old River Road W. Lilac Road 4.2B 25,000 14.010 A 13.100 A 910 Neo
Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo 4.2B 25,000 8160 A 8.100 A 60 No
Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2.2C 13,500 8270 C 8200 70 Ne
Gopher Canyon Rd E. Vista Way I-15 SB Ramps 4.1B 30,800 19,910 B 19,300 B 610 No

20,150 19,600 550
Gopher Canyon Rd I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 4.1B 30,800 19410 B 18-610 B 800 Ne

19,690 19,100 590
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TABLE 2.3-20
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
BUILD-OUT UNDER THE EXISTING GENERAL PLAN WITH THE PROJECT (without Road 3)

(conti

nued)

Horizon Year w/o

Horizon Year with Project Project
LOS
Threshold Project Projeet
Roadway From To Classification | (LOS D) ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT Impact?
Gopher Canyon Rd I-15 NB Ramps Old Highway 395 4.1B 30,800 19,560 B 18,560 B 1,000 No
19,740 19,100 640
) . . Mountain Ridge 4480 5460 1830
Circle R Drive Old Highway 395 Road 2.2E 10,900 7.480 Ccb 6.500 C 980 No
. . A . 2,620 1,380
Circle R Drive Mountain Ridge Road | W. Lilac Road 2.2E 10,900 1590 BA 2,000 BA 210620 No
Old Castle Road Old Highway 395 Lilac Road 2.2D 13,500 9.180 C 9.100 c 9080 Ne
. Gopher Canyon 20,880 20,680
E. Vista Way SR-76 Road 4.1A 33,400 20988 B 20.800 B 200180 Ne
E. Vista Way Gopher Canyon Road | Oshorne Street 4.1A 33,400 27,690 C 27400 c 320290 No
Old River Road SR-76 Camino Del Rey 2.2C 13,500 8980 C 8,500 C 530480 Neo
Old Highway 395 Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 4.2B 25,000 18.130 B 17,400 B 806730 Ne
15280 E 13,960 acceE ted | 1320 Yes
Old Highway 395 SR-76 E. Dulin Road 2.1D 13,500 ’ accepted at ’ P ’ =200
15,500 14,300 at LOS 1,200
E— LOS E/F E—— E— ABT
E/F
17.980 13,310 4,670 Yes
Old Highway 395 E. Dulin Road W. Lilac Road 2.1D 13,500 ’ FE ’ EB ' >200
19,960 15,700 4,260 ADT
23.270 17.680 5809
Old Highway 395 W. Lilac Road I-15 SB Ramps 4.2B 25,000 ’ D ’ B 590 Ne
24,900 18,100 5 800
15,730 3,720
Old Highway 395 I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 4.2B 25,000 19,200 B 16’900 470 No
20,620 = BA 3,720
. . 16:660 15;250 1,410
Old Highway 395 I-15 NB Ramps Camino Del Rey 4.1B 30,800 17.600 B 15.900 B 1700 No
Old Highway 395 Camino Del Rey Circle R Drive 4.1B 30,800 24,960 C 23200 cB 470 Ne
. ) i Gopher Canyon 27180 2080
Old Highway 395 Circle R Drive Road 4.1B 30,800 29,260 D 28,000 DE 1,620 Ne
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TABLE 2.3-20
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
BUILD-OUT UNDER THE EXISTING GENERAL PLAN WITH THE PROJECT (without Road 3)

(conti

nued)

Horizon Year w/o

Horizon Year with Project Project
LOS
Threshold Project Projeet
Roadway From To Classification | (LOS D) ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT Impact?
Old Highway 395 Gopher Canyon Road | Old Castle Road 4.1B 30,800 28 280 D 27300 C 980 Ne
Champagne Lawrence Welk 20.430 19450 980
Boulevard Old Castle Road Drive 4.1B 30,800 20,600 B 19.700 B 900 Ne
Pankey Road Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 2.1A 15,000 10,540 B 9.700 A 840 No
Lilac Road Couser Canyon Road | W. Lilac Road 2.2E 10,900 6.070 C 5700 c 370 Neo
Lilac Road W. Lilac Road Old Castle Road 2.2E 10,900 9.310 D 8,600 D 710 Ne
Lilac Road Old Castle Road Anthony Road 2.1C 13,500 13150 D 12500 D 650 No
. New Road 19 (east 23,760 23:340 420
Lilac Road Anthony Road of Betsworth Road) 4.2B 25,000 24,590 D 24,200 D 390 No
F F ¥es
. New Road 19 (east 40,570 40,280 | accepted 290
Lilac Road of Betsworth Road) Valley Center Road 4.2B 25,000 41 360 accepted at 41.100 at LOS 260 >200
E— LOS E/F E— E/F = ABF
Valley Center Road Woods Valley Road Lilac Road 4.2A 27,000 23.710 C 23700 C 10 Ne
Valley Center Road | Lilac Road Miller Road 4.1A 33,400 35250 E 35.000 E 250 100ADT
35,550 F 35,340 acceF ted | 210 Yes
Valley Center Road | Miller Road Indian Creek Road 4.2A 27,000 ’ accepted at ’ P >200
35,790 35,600 at LOS 190
_— LOS E/F = E/F = ABT
Valley Center Road Indian Creek Road Cole Grade Road 4.2A 27,000 25 890 D 25 680 D 190 Neo
16,670 16,586 90
Valley Center Road Cole Grade Road Vesper Road 4.2A 27,000 16,680 A 16,600 A 80 Ne
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TABLE 2.3-20
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
BUILD-OUT UNDER THE EXISTING GENERAL PLAN WITH THE PROJECT (without Road 3)
(continued)

Horizon Year w/o
Horizon Year with Project Project
LOS
Threshold Project Projeet
Roadway From To Classification | (LOS D) ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT Impact?
. . 2,520 2,490
Miller Road Misty Oak Road Valley Center Road 2.3B 8,000 2530 A 2500 A 30 Ne
Cole Grade Road Fruitvale Road Valley Center Road 4.2A 27,000 20.180 B 20.100 B 80 Ne

SOURCE: Appendix E

Notes: .

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.
*Proposed downgrade from 2.2C to 2.2F.
ADT = average daily traffic

LOS = level of service
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TABLE 2.3-2021
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

BUILD-OUT UNDER THE EXISTING GENERAL PLAN WITHOUT THE PROJECT (with Road 3)

LOS
Threshold

Roadway From To Classification (LOS D) ADT LOS
E. Dulin Road Old Highway 395 SR-76 2.1E 10,900 6E’6E010; C
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo 2.2E 10,900 5200 C
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2.2E 10,900 6.600 C
W. Lilac Road Old Highway 395 Main Street 2.2C 13,500 11.400 Dc
W. Lilac Road Main Street Street “F” 2.2C 13,500 11’05 OEO DEc
W. Lilac Road Street “F” Road 3 2.2C 13,500 18; ’25050; C
W. Lilac Road Road 3 Covey Lane 2.2F 8,700 11’21050; A
W. Lilac Road Covey Lane Circle R Drive 2.2F 8,700 1’205 0; A
W. Lilac Road Circle R Drive Lilac Road 2.2F 8,700 11'800; A
Camino Del Cielo Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road 2.2E 10,900 4.900 C
Olive Hill Road Shamrock Road SR-76 2.2E 10,900 9’200; D
Camino Del Rey SR-76 Old River Road 4.2B 25,000 1185 ’905 O; B
Camino Del Rey Old River Road W. Lilac Road 4.2B 25,000 li3§,5205 O; A
Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo 4.2B 25,000 8100 A
Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2.2C 13,500 85'1; OE 0; C
Gopher Canyon Road E. Vista Way I-15 SB Ramps 4.1B 30,800 210; 'OEOE 0; B

19,300
Gopher Canyon Road I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 4.1B 30,800 19 500 B
. 19,350

Gopher Canyon Road I-15 NB Ramps Old Highway 395 4.1B 30,800 19.600 B
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TABLE 2.3-2021

ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
BUILD-OUT UNDER THE EXISTING GENERAL PLAN WITHOUT THE PROJECT (with Road 3)

(continued)

LOS
Threshold
Roadway From To Classification (LOS D) ADT LOS
Circle R Drive Old Highway 395 Mountain Ridge Road 2.2E 10,900 75’1500; Dc
Circle R Drive Mountain Ridge Road W. Lilac Road 2.2E 10,900 22'75 00; B
Old Castle Road Old Highway 395 Lilac Road 2.2D 13,500 7; ’SOEOE C
E. Vista Way SR-76 Gopher Canyon Road 4.1A 33,400 22(); ’805 O; B
E. Vista Way Gopher Canyon Road Osborne Street 4.1A 33,400 27,65 OO; C
Old River Road SR-76 Camino Del Rey 2.2C 13,500 8500 C
Old Highway 395 Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 4.2B 25,000 li55 9—0 O A
. . 14,580 E
Old Highway 395 SR-76 E. Dulin Road 2.1D 13,500 14,900 accepted at LOS E/F
Old Highway 395 E. Dulin Road W. Lilac Road 2.1D 13,500 1165’10; O; IE LOSE/F
Old Highway 395 W. Lilac Road I-15 SB Ramps 4.2B 25,000 ziOE ’950202 CB
Old Highway 395 I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 4.2B 25,000 175 ’105 O; BA
Old Highway 395 I-15 NB Ramps Camino Del Rey 4.1B 30,800 1i4§'3E 050; B
Old Highway 395 Camino Del Rey Circle R Drive 4.1B 30,800 2202’95002 B
Old Highway 395 Circle R Drive Gopher Canyon Road 4.1B 30,800 27800 DE
Old Highway 395 Gopher Canyon Road Old Castle Road 4.1B 30,800 225’000; C
Champagne Boulevard Old Castle Road Lawrence Welk Drive 4.1B 30,800 ligE ,650502 B
. 9,360
Pankey Road Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 2.1A 15,000 9,600 AC
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TABLE 2.3-2021

ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
BUILD-OUT UNDER THE EXISTING GENERAL PLAN WITHOUT THE PROJECT (with Road 3)

(continued)

LOS
Threshold
Roadway From To Classification (LOS D) ADT LOS
Lilac Road Couser Canyon Road W. Lilac Road 2.2E 10,900 7; ’905 0; D
Lilac Road W. Lilac Road Old Castle Road 2.2E 10,900 8300 D
Lilac Road Old Castle Road Anthony Road 2.1C 13,500 1111,3g050g D
. New Road 19 (east of 19440
Lilac Road Anthony Road Betsworth Road) 4.2B 25,000 19,200 B
. New Road 19 (east of 33,880 F
Lilac Road Betsworth Road) Valley Center Road 4.2B 25,000 33,900 accepted at LOS E/F
Valley Center Road Woods Valley Road Lilac Road 4.2A 27,000 23,200 C
Valley Center Road Lilac Road Miller Road 4.1A 33,400 35 22’15(); 0; D
. . 32,996 F
Valley Center Road Miller Road Indian Creek Road 4.2A 27,000 33,000 accepted at LOS E/F
Valley Center Road Indian Creek Road Cole Grade Road 4.2A 27,000 23,790 C
Valley Center Road Cole Grade Road Vesper Road 4.2A 27,000 16,900 A
Miller Road Misty Oak Road Valley Center Road 2.3B 8,000 2,400 A
Cole Grade Road Fruitvale Road Valley Center Road 4.2A 27,000 18’0; 00 BA

SOURCE: Appendix E

Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.
LOS = level of service

ADT = average daily traffic
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ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS

TABLE 2.3-2122

BUILD-OUT UNDER THE EXISTING GENERAL PLAN WITH THE PROJECT (with Road 3)

Horizon Year w/o

Horizon Year with Project Project
LOS
Threshold Project Project
Roadway From To Classification (LOS D) ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT Impaet?
E. Dulin Road Old Highway 395 | SR-76 2.1E 10,900 ﬁﬁg D f;ﬁ?;g c i’ﬁg No
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo 2.2E 10,900 i_gg;g C g_ggg C g Neo
W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2.2E 10,900 ?ggg D gjggg C ﬁg Ne
W. Lilac Road Old Highway 395 Main Street 2.2C 13,500 erﬁ_ggg EE 1814&.4&) DES 41”82'38 2¥esgg ADT
W. Lilac Road Main Street Street “F" 2.2F* 8,700 15900 F 17000 D T2 | 100807
W. Lilac Road Street “F” Road 3 2.2F* 8,700 ﬁ_ggarg F ﬁggg D ﬁig l¥esgg ADT
W. Lilac Road Road 3 Covey Lane 2.2F 8,700 g_iig A i_%ﬁg A 1?5’3?0 Ne
W. Lilac Road Covey Lane Circle R Drive 2.2F 8,700 i_ggg A i_;ﬁg A g No
W. Lilac Road Circle R Drive Lilac Road 2.2F 8,700 ;2‘_828 A i_;gg A g Neo
Camino Del Cielo | Camino Del Rey | W. Lilac Road 2.2E 10,900 | Jo%0 C 7500 c 30 No
Olive Hill Road Shamrock Road | SR-76 2.2E 10,900 | ooa0 D 9300 D 30 No
Camino Del Rey SR-76 Old River Road 4.2B 25,000 glrg_g_?i'g B 41:3338 B g Neo
Camino Del Rey Old River Road W. Lilac Road 4.2B 25,000 ﬁg A ﬁg_gg A g%ig No
Camino Del Rey W. Lilac Road Camino Del Cielo 4.2B 25,000 g_]lcgg A ;&?ﬁg A 60 No
Camino Del Rey Camino Del Cielo Old Highway 395 2.2C 13,500 gﬁg C g?ﬁg C % Ne
Sggger Canyon E. Vista Way I-15 SB Ramps 4.18B 30,800 ggﬁ’g B i’gﬁg’g B izg No
Sggger Canyon I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 4.1B 30,800 gg:*ggg B glrg:_g%g B % No
Sggger Canyon I-15 NB Ramps Old Highway 395 4.1B 30,800 ’38:“3?8 B fg% B g No
Circle R Drive Old Highway 305 | Mountain Ridge 2.2E 10,900 g:gg’g D ‘?fg’g DC 350 Neo
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TABLE 2.3-2322
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
BUILD-OUT UNDER THE EXISTING GENERAL PLAN WITH THE PROJECT (with Road 3)
(continued)

Horizon Year w/o

Horizon Year with Project Project
LOS
Threshold Project Projeet
Roadway From To Classification (LOS D) ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT tmpaet?
. . Mountain Ridge . 2880 2640 240
Circle R Drive Road W. Lilac Road 2.2E 10,900 3.350 B 2700 B 650 No
Old Castle Road Old Highway 395 Lilac Road 2.2D 13,500 7,880 C 7'800 C 80 Ne
. Gopher Canyon 20,950 20:750 200
E. Vista Way SR-76 Road 4.1A 33,400 20,980 B 20.800 B 180 No
. Gopher Canyon 27,840 24520 320
E. Vista Way Road Osborne Street 4.1A 33,400 27890 C 27,600 C 290 No
Old River Road SR-76 Camino Del Rey 2.2C 13,500 8980 C 8,500 C 480 No
Old Highway 395 Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 4.2B 25,000 16,510 A 15.900 A 610 Ne
E E
. . 15,820 | accepted | 14,580 accepted 1,240 Yes
Old Highway 395 SR-76 E. Dulin Road 2.1D 13,500 16.030 at LOS 14.900 at LOS 1130 200 ADT
E/F E/F
Old Highway 395 E. Dulin Road W. Lilac Road 2.1D 13,500 20,080 EE 16,100 E 3,980 ~ 200 ADT
Old Highway 395 W. Lilac Road I-15 SB Ramps 4.2B 25,000 24:949 ED 19,520 CcB 5420 es
ghway ' P ' ' 26,540 = 20,900 = 5,640 | >400ADT
No
Old Highway 395 I-15 SB Ramps 1-15 NB Ramps 4.2B 25,000 20710 CB 17.100 BA 3,610 Ne
Old Highway 395 I-15 NB Ramps Camino Del Rey 4.1B 30,800 15.950 B 14,300 B 1650 No
Old Highway 395 Camino Del Rey Circle R Drive 4.1B 30,800 22600 B 20,900 B 1700 No
. . . Gopher Canyon 29:360 27290 2;620
Old Highway 395 Circle R Drive Road 4.1B 30,800 29.360 D 27.800 DE 1560 Ne
. Gopher Canyon 25770 247408 1,030
Old Highway 395 Road Old Castle Road 4.1B 30,800 25,940 C 25000 C 940 No
Champagne Lawrence Welk 20,300 19,3660 940
Boulevard Old Castle Road Drive 4.1B 30,800 20.460 B 19,600 B 860 Ne
Pankey Road Pala Mesa Drive SR-76 2.1A 15,000 10,460 B 9.600 AC 860 Ne
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TABLE 2.3-2322
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE RESULTS
BUILD-OUT UNDER THE EXISTING GENERAL PLAN WITH THE PROJECT (with Road 3)
(continued)

Horizon Year w/o

Horizon Year with Project Project
LOS
Threshold Project Projeet
Roadway From To Classification (LOS D) ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT tmpaet?

. Couser Canyon . 8,360 1#50 610
Lilac Road Road W. Lilac Road 2.2E 10,900 8.450 D 7900 D 550 No
Lilac Road W. Lilac Road Old Castle Road 2.2E 10,900 8910 D 8.300 D 610 No
Lilac Road Old Castle Road Anthony Road 2.1C 13,500 11,830 D 11,300 D 530 Ne

. New Road 19 (east 19,380 19140 240
Lilac Road Anthony Road of Betsworth Road) 4.2B 25,000 19.420 B 19.200 B 220 No

F F
. New Road 19 (east 33,940 accepted 33,880 | accepted Ne
Lilac Road of Betsworth Road) | V2lley Center Road 4.28 25000 | 33960 | atLOS | 33.900 | atLOS 60 | <200ADT
E/F E/F

Valley Center Road Woods Valley Road | Lilac Road 4.2A 27,000 2235 ,22210; C 23,200 C fg No
Valley Center Road Lilac Road Miller Road 4.1A 33,400 32,140 D 32,006 D 50 Neo

32,100 40

F F
. . 33,020 accepted 32,990 accepted Ne
Valley Center Road Miller Road Indian Creek Road 4.2A 27,000 33030 at LOS 32000 at LOS 30 <200 ADT
E/F E/F

Valley Center Road Indian Creek Road Cole Grade Road 4.2A 27,000 23,820 C 23,790 C 30 Neo
Valley Center Road Cole Grade Road Vesper Road 4.2A 27,000 16,900 A 16,900 A 0 Ne
Miller Road Misty Oak Road Valley Center Road 2.3B 8,000 22‘4120; A 2,400 A fg No

) 18.020 17.990 I
Cole Grade Road Fruitvale Road Valley Center Road 4.2A 27,000 18,030 B 18,000 BA 30 No

SOURCE: Appendix E. SOURCE:-Chen-Ryan-Associates2013-

Notes:

Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or F.

*Proposed downgrade from 2.2C to 2.2F.
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Map Source: Chen Ryan, 2014
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Map Source: Chen Ryan, 2014
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Map Source: Chen Ryan, 2014

Average Daily
XXXX Traffic Volumes

Study Intersection
Future Roadway

oS

Shamrock Rd

3,000
Olvetiinpr@

&
=
2

T e

See Gopher Canyon Rd Inset

15,200
Gopher Qanyoy b1

Gopher Canyon Rd Inset

Circle RValley Ln

800 Feet

o
113,000 %)
2,
See Project Area Inset
294
Jl 3507
Covey [n
A
2D
Z
N
J
1,169
Mountain Ridge Rd 769 €N W. Lilac Rd
17
&
3,420 /O

15

™~ (irdeR Valley Ln

6,844
Old Castle Rd

Lawrence Welk Dr

117,000

o

Project Area Inset

N,
S
Q)
N

Project
V' = Area

1,000 Feet
—_

v
\
'
'
'
h
'
'
.
.
\
%
=3
3
3
®
[

B
S,
N

20

‘9,007

S
§ Misty Oak Rd
N Fruitvale Rd
~f2 Q =
Pl Yol B1
&, <9z S|
2 = 51
S ?,SQQ‘§
2 2 Vet 3
%)
r %
~ Valley Center Rd
Betsworth Rd N 11,486
21
9,617
=2
= F
O =
N Gl
~<
9z
=

Woods Valley Rd

RECON

M:\JOBS4\6153\env\graphics\fig2.3-3.ai

Not to Scale 0

FIGURE 2.3-3
Existing Roadway ADT



THIS PAGE IS INTENTIONALLY BLANK.



Map Source: Chen Ryan, 2014
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Map Source: Chen Ryan, 2013
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Map Source: Chen Ryan, 2014
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FIGURE 2.3-5d

Roadway Average Daily Traffic Volumes- Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario D)
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FIGURE 2.3-5e
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Roadway Average Daily Traffic Volumes- Existing Plus Project (Scenario E, Build-out)
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